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SECRET

9. (Confidential - JGO) Met with Donald G. Henderson, Acting
Staff Director, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and discussed with
him the debriefing of the Senate members of the recent China travel
delegation. It was Henderson's suggestion that Senator J. W. Fulbright
(D., Ark, ) would be rather difficult to schedule, but that Senators
Hubert H, Humphrey (D., Minn.) and Hiram L. Fong (R., Hawaii) would
probably be pleased to meet with us. _
As for the Committee studyl | 25X1
I ] Henderson does not know at this point whether any
further action will be taken other than responses to the Senate Government
Operations Committee for the Senate Foreign Relations Committee views on 25X1
(#he Baker/Weicker bill, S.4019, a joint committee on intelligence oversight.

10. | | Left with Rita Argenta, Secretary to
William B. Hogan, Counsel, Intelligence Subcommittee, House Armed
Services Committee, a copy of the correspondence between Mr. Warner,
General CGounsel, and OPIC which Hogan had requested.

11, | Met with Torn Hughes, Press Secretary to
Senator Claiborne Pell (D., R.L, ). Hughes told me the problem of the
student at the block party during the Havana trip was a result of confusion

rather than fact. See Journal Ttem #8, 3 October 1974. 25X1
C/LA, has been advised, oy s iy YRRy ARt
& ki y il
25X1
EORLE L. CARY 25X1
Legislative Counsel
cc:
O /DDCI| |Ex. Sec.
DDI DDA DDS&T Mr. Warner ,
Mr. Thuermer Mr, Lehman - 25X1°

EA/DDO Compt.
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18. | Met with Ed Braswell, Chief Counsel, Senatez5x1

Armed Services Committee, and told him of the review we were conducting of

Braswell mentioned that he had talked with the staff of the Government 25X1

Vh%rations Comrmrrittee and was advised by them the Committee plans to take

0 action on the Baker/Weicker proposal for a joint committee on intelligen

19, Met with Ed Kenney, Senate Armed Services
Committee staff, and briefed hirm on the two amendments which Senater Abourezk
has proposed to the Foreign Aid bill when it comes up on the floor. I left with
Kenney copies of our letters on these amendments.

20, Jim Calloway, Senate Appropriations Committee
staff, called Bhortly beiore 7:0U p.m. to say they were having problems with
scheduling and would have to cancel the briefing tomorrow morning. He said
he would call me first thing in the morning to see if it could be rescheduled later
in the day or if necessary at a different time. The Director, and25X1

were advised.

21, The Director advised he had received a call
from Chairman John Stennis, Senate Armed Services Committee, who said he
liked the drafts of the exchange of letters we had prepared and was having his
letter to the Director done in final and we could pick it up. The Director asked
if we would have somebody drop by to pick of Stennis' letter and go ahead and
have his (the Director's) reply put in final form.

22. | | Received a call from Guy McConnell, Senate
Appropriations Committee staff, who said he wanted to check as to whether the
money appropriated for the Agency was no year or multi-year funds. After
talking with Messrs. John Warner, | | and Jack Iams, I advised 25X1
McConnell most of our funds were multi-year funds (i.e. available for expenditure
within a period of three years) but some | |were 25X1
in effect two-year funds. McConnell thanked me for following up on this.

(:gr::\, T tnizd TNy T i
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23. | | Received a call from Carol Vazis,
Ho'ise Ways and Means Committee staff, requesting a personnel interview
for | | a sociolo major and recent college graduate.
After checking with | I scheduled | [for 25X 1
1000 hours on Thursday, 26 September. | | will be on two weeks
annual leave starting Monday, 30 September, so either | %ggé:l

will be doing the Congressional interviews during that period.

24. | | Spoke with a Mrs. Castillo, in the
Albuquerque, New Mexico, office of Senator Joseph M. Montoya (D., N.M.)
She was asking on behalf of an applicant, | | why the Agency had 25X1
not hired her. After having conferred with | ' |OP I advised her 25X1
that| lapplication had received very careful consideration by

our personnel people and that I had reviewed it myself and was sure that she
had received every consideration. Mrs. Castillo appreciated these assurances.
No further action is necessary at this time.

25. | Susan Hamilton, on the staff of Representative
Peter H.B. Frelinghuysen (R., N.J.), called to ask a question about the
membership of the 40 Committee. I referred her to the 23 September
Newsweek article and she said that that article would satisfy her requirements

verM
25X1

EQRGE L. CARY
Legislative Counsel

cc: & ~.:." 2 ™ ) {
O/DDCI OL"CRET

Ex. Sec.

I I

Mr. Thuermer Mr. Warner

Mr., Lehman | |

EA/DDO DDI DDA DDS&T Comptroller
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it with the committee. I delivered a copy
of that report to the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee and the
Armed Services Committee, for the use
of their CIA Oversight Subcommittees.

The staff report was later “sanitized”
for sensitive and classified material by
the CIA. Mr. President, I shall ask unan-
imous consent that a copy of this “sani-
tized” report be printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of these remarks.

Based on that experience, meaning the
staff CIA report and other investigations,
T belleve there is no question that the
Central Intelligence Agency was “in-
volved” in Watergate; the question 1s
rather on whose order and for what pur-

pose.

Clearly, the factual circumstances out-
lined in the staff report are, in many
cases, inconclusive and lend themselves
to varying inferences and interpreta-
tions. I believe, however, that this very
uncertainty and the inadequacy of the
explanations provided by the CIA, the
‘White House, and the other agencies in-
volved, highlights the need for a more
effective, single purpose oversight capa-
bility within the Congress of the United
States. It seems apparent that current
congressional committee oversight does
not function effectively as a deterrent
to those who may seek to utilize govern-
mental intelligence and investigative
sgencles for unlawful or unauthorized
purposes. I wish to say that I have noth-
ing but the highest respect and regard
for the members of the current oversight
committees, particularly Senators STEN-
n1s and McCLELLAN, but I think their
obvious burdens and responsibilities in
the conventional fields of appropriations
and armed services are such that their

committees are unable to accord more
than cursory attention to the oversighjess

function—witness the fact that accord
ing to committee staff, the Armed Se
ices Central Intelligence Subcommit
has conducted only two formal meeti
during the 93d Congress.

The recommendation of the Sel
Committee on Presidential Campa.
Activities that congressional oversi
of the ' intellisence community
strengthened, as well as my own call
for the creation of a Joint Committee
Intelligence Oversight, were, of co

. based on the knowledge before the ¢

slonal oversight has been increas

mony submitted to the Senate
Relations Committee by high Sta
partment and Central Intelligence
Agency officials regarding covert CIA
operations in Chile. Apparentlv, the
House and Senate Foreign Relations
Committees were misled regarding the
expenditure of $11 million, as authorized
by the so-called Forty Committee, to
preserve the opposition press and politi-
cal parties during the administration of
the late Salvador Allende. )
This circumstance has prompted, I
understand, legislation, including bills
introduced by our distinguished colleague

from Minnesota (Mr MoNDALE) and
Congressman HagminGron, designed to
provide for increased r-ngressional fore-
knowledge and oversiznt of such activi-
ties. I commend thers for their eflorts.
Moreover, displaying remarkable fore-
sight, the distinguishsJ majority leader
of the Senate, Senstor MaNsFIELD, Intro-
duced legislation in 1643, 1954, and 1955,
to establish a Joint Comimittee on Cen-
tral Intelligence. This legislation even-
tually was defeated on April 11, 1956;
but I hope that inisrvening circum-
stances now will compel a different re-
sult.

In closing, I wish to urge that the 93d
Congress enact this legislation, after ap-
propriate committee «<onsideration, be-
fore adjournment. I am pleased that,
during his most recer:t press conference,
President Ford indicated that he was go-
ing to meet with the responsible con-
gressional committees “o discuss the need
for changes in the :ntelligence review
process; but I think that we need more
than a change in the review process, we
need a change in the committee struc-
ture. Thus, because of the cost, the se-
crecy, the lack of effuctive supervision,
the uncertainty of domesic activities, and
the extreme difficulty in obtaining ac-
cess to classified matarials, I am of the
opinion that congressional oversigat of
governmental intelliszence operations
must be entrusted to = committee solely
charged with that responsibility; and
that consideration of this proposal de-
serves priority consideration in the wan-
ing days of this session of the 93d Con-
gress. ‘

Mr. President, T ask unanimous con-
sent that the aforernentioned Secnate
Select Committee sta¥ report and the
text of the bill whicl: I am introdacing
=D at this point.
Thére being no objection, the bill and
stafl report were ordered to be printed
in the REcoORD, as foliows:

8. 4013 .

Be it enacted by th: Senate and .House
of Representatives of tFe United Staies of
America in Congress ussembled, Thal, this
Act may be cited as the “Joint Committee on
Intelligence Oversight Act of 1974.” .

ESTABLISHMENT OF JCisNT COMMITTEE ON

INTELLIGENCE )VERSIGHT

Brc. 2. (a) There is kereby established a
Joint Committee on Izselligence Oversight
(hereinafter referred tc¢ as the “Joint Com-
mittee”) which shall be compesed of four-
teen members appointed as follows:

(1) seven members of the Senate, four to
be appointed by the maeajority leader of the
Senate and three to h: appointed by the
minority leader of the fianate; and

(2) seven members of the House of Flepre- -

sentatives, four to be appointed by the ma-
jority leader of the Houss of Representatives
and three to be appoinied by the minority
leader of the House of fepresentatives.

(b) The Joint Comusittee shall select s’

chairman and a vice chiairman from among
its members at the beginning of each Con-
gress. The vice chairmen shall act in the
place and stead of the chalrman in the ab-
sence of the chalrman. T7ie chairmanship and
the vice chairmansihip shell alternate he-
tween the Senate and the House of Flepre-
sentatives with each Congress. The chairman
during each even-numuered Congress shall
be selected by the Memiers of the Hoase of
Representatives on the Joint Committee from
among their number an:l the chairman dur-

ing -each odd-numbered Congress shall be
selected by the Members of the Senate on
the Joint Committee from among their num-
ber. The vice chalrman during each Congress
shall be chosen In the same manner from
that House of Congress other than the House
of Congress of which the chairman is a
Member.

(¢) A majority of the members of the
Joint Committee shall constitute a quorum
for the transaction of business, except that
the Joint Committee may fix & lesser number
as a quorum for the purpose of taking testi-
mony. Vacancies in the membership of the
Joint Committee shall not affect the power
of the remaining members to execute the
functions of the Joint Committee and shall
be filled in the same manner as in the case
of the original appointment.

(d) Service of a Senator as & member or
as chairman of the Joint Commitiee shall
not be taken into account for the purposes
of paragraph 6 of rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate.

DUTIES OF THE JOINT COMMITTER

SEc. 3. (a) It shall be the duty of the Joint
Committee to conduct a continuing study
and Investigation of the activitles and op-
erations of (1) the Central Intelligence
Agency, (2) the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, Department of Justice, (3) the United
Btates Secret Service, (4) the Defense In-
telligence Agency, Department of Defense,
(6) the National Security Agency, and (6)
all other departments and agencies of the
Federal Government insofar as the activities
and operations of such other departments

.and agencies pertain to intelligence gather-

ing or surveillance of persons; and to con-
slder proposals for the improvement and
reorganization of agencies and departments
of the Federal Government within the juris-
diction of the Joint Committee.

(b) The Director of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the Director of the
Secret Service, the Director of the Defense
Intelligence Agency, and the Director of the
National Security Agency shall keep the Joint
Committee fully and currently informed with
respect to all of the activities of their re-
spective organizations, and the heads of all
other departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government conducting intelligence ac--
tivities or operations or the surveillance of
persons shall keep the Joint Committee fully
and currently informed of all intelligence and
surveillance activities and operations carried
out by their respective departments and
agencies. The Joint Committee shall have au-
thority to require from any department or
agency of the Federal Government periodic
written reports regarding activities and op-
eratlons within the jurisdiction of the Joint
Committee. :

(¢) (1) All bills, resolutions, and other
matters in the Senate or the House of Repre-
sentatives relating primarily to the functions
of the Central Intelligence Agency, the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, the United
States Secret Service, the Defense Intelll-
gence Agency, the National Security Agency,
or to intelligence or surveillance activities or
o~erations of any other department or agency
of the Federal Government shall be referred
to the Joint Committee.

(2) No funds may appropriated for the
purnose of carrying out any intelligence or
surveillance activity or overation by any
office, or any department or gaceny of the
Federal Government, unless such funds for
such actlvity or operation have been specifi-
cally authorized by legislation enacted after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(3) No bill or resolution, and no amend- -
ment to any bill or resolution, and no matter
contained in any bill or resolution, in either
House, dealing with any maftter which is
within the jurisdiction of the Joint Com-
mittee shall be considered in that House un-
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less it is & bill or resolution which has been
reported by the Joint Committee of that
. House (or from the consideration of which
such committee has been discharged) or un-
less it is an amendment to such a bill or
resolution. Nothing in this subsection shall
be construed to deprive any committee of
elther House from exercising legislative over-
sight with respect to intelligence and surveil-
lance activities and operations related to the
jurisdiction of such committee. -

(4) Members of the Joint Committee who
are Members of the Senate shall from time
to time report to the Senate, and members
of the Jolnt Committee who are Members of
the House of Representatives shall from time
to time report to the House, by bill or other-
wise, their recommendations with respect to
matters within the jurisdiction of their re-
spective Houses and which are referred to the
Joint Committee or otherwise within the jur-
isdiction of the Joint Committee.

ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS

SeC. 4. (a) The Joint Commitiee, or any
subcommittee thereof, is authorized, in its
discretion: to make expenditures; to employ
personnel; to adopt rules respecting its orga-
nization and procedures; to hold hearings;
to sit and act at any time or place; to sub-
pena witnesses and documents; with the
prior consent of the Federal department or
agency concerned, to use on a reimbursable
basis the services of personnel, information,
and facllitles of any such department or
agency; to procure printing and binding; to
procure the temporary services (not in ex-
cess of one year) or intermittent services of
individual consultants, or organizations
thereof, and to provide assistance for the
training of its professional staff, in the same
manner and under the same conditions as a
standing committee of the Senate may pro-
cure such services and provide such assist-

* ance under subsections (1) and (J), respec-
tively, of section 202 of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946; and to take depo-
sitions and other testimony.

(b) Subpenas may be issued over the slg-
nature of the chairman of the Joint Commit-
tee or by any member designated by him or
the Joint Committee, and may be served by
such person as may be designated by such
chairman or member. The chairman of the
Joint Committee or any member thereof may
administer oaths to witnesses. The provi-
slons of sections 102-104 of the Revised Stat-
utes (2 U.S.C. 192-194) shall apply In the
case of any fallure of any wiitness to comply
‘with. a subpena or to testify when sum-
moned under authority of this subsection.

CLASSISFICATION OF XINFORMATION

8ec. 6. The Joint Committee may classify
information originating within the commit-
tee in accordance with standards used gen-
erally by the executive branch for classifying
restricted data or defense information.
RECORDS OF JOINT COMMITTEE
Sec. 6. The Joint Committee shall keep a
complete record of all Joint Committee ac-
tions, including a record of the votes on any
question on which & record vote is de-
tnanded. All records, data, charts, and files of
the Joint Commliitee shall be the property
of the Joint Committee and shall be kept in
the offices of the Joint Committee or such
other places as the Joint Committee may
direct.
EXPENSES OF JOINT COMMITTEE
SEC. 7. The expenses of the Joint Commit-
tee shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate from funds appropriated for
the Joint Committee, upon vouchers signed
by the chairman of the Joint Committee or
by any member of the Joint Committee au
thorized by the chairman.

In

This report is submitted at Senator Baker's
request to summarize the highlights of an

investigation of CIA activity, If any, in con-
nection with :he Watergate incident and
aftermath. It i3 based on material in the
possession of the Committee, both classified
and unclassifie<, It does not attempt to deal
with all the pitters deemed pertinent and
important to a full and complete inguiry, but
is designed to generally describe the areas of
interest and ecrwcern pursued (luring the staff
investigation a:nd executive session interviews
since the conciwusion of the Committee’s pub-
lic hearings.

In view of the fact that the Commitiee has
chosen to have no further public hearings;
that the Committee staff 13 In the process
of being reduc=3 in size; that further coop-
eration by the Agency seems more likely on
the requesl oF the standing jurisdictional
committees raiser than on “he request of
the Watergute 7 lommittee, anc. that the total
buden of additinnal work to complete the in-
vestigation thoroughly 18 probably beyond
the competenrs: of the remelning staff in
terms of num#bars and time, Senator Baker
requested that this memorandum be pre-
pared for submnission to the full Committee
for further disposition as the Committee
may determine. It is pointed out that, while
the report its«if is not classified, 1t makes
reference to, &#1:d in some Instances quotes
from, materiai which is classified. There-
fore, each copy ¢+f this report has been treated
for security pusposes as if it were classified.
They are numbhered and accounted for as in
the case of classified material.

The report i sroken down liito seven cate-
gorles, tabbed 23 follows:

(1) Backgroamnd: A recitation of the first
references to IA connections on the part
of the Watergnie burglars, reference to the
possibility of (©7A involvement by the Presi-
dent in his specch of May 22, 1073, and certain
other publishe:i information and correspond-
ence.

(2) Mullen: ihe fact that the Mullen Com-
pany and its president, Bob Bennett, had an
established relationship with the CIA is de-
scribed in som=2 detail in this section of the
report. Most; of she information contained in
this section w:i discovered after Volume IV
was requested oy Senator Baker. The CIA
arranged tc reizase this volume and subse-
quent docume:is to the Watergate Commit-
tee in the custiady of George Murphy serving
as security officer for the Comintttee through
an arrangemerns with the Joint Committee
on Atomic En¢rzy.

(8) Penningtin; This secticn derives from
a CIA supplied inemorandum dated February
22, 1974, from Hte then Director of Security,
detalling the :rformation thet Lee R. Pen-
nington, a CIA cperative, had entered James
McCord’s house and/or office shortly after
the Wategate Lueakin for the purpose of de-
stroying eviden=e of a CIA connection with
McCord.

(4) Tapes: '“nis section derives from Iin-
formation sup;siied to SBenatorr Baker by Di-

‘rector Colby thit there was a central taping

capability st “‘he CIA; that the tapes had
been destroyed. =nd the possibllity that some
of the tapes nixy have been Watergate re-
lated. Director Jolby stated that he did not
know whether Watergtne related tapes had
been destroyec. .

(6) TSD: Ths initials stand. for Technical
Services Divisi::i of the Central Intelligence
Agency, and the sectlon deals with rather
extensive contactgs between Hunt and the

Agency end thie support supplied by the-

Agency to Hunt and Liddy, which was used
in a wide variety of undertakings. A number
of factual discre sancies appear in this section
which cannot 1:: effectively reconciled on the
basis of the iri‘ormation we now possess—
such as Hunt: receipt of certain Agency
technical assistance and contemporaneous
participation ir: the preparation of the Ells«
berg psychiatric profile. - R
(8) Martine. This tab refsrs to Eugenio
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Martinez, one of the Watergate burglars.
The section delineates the Martinez-Agency
relationship, Hunt’s early activities in Mi- .
ami, the actions taken or not taken by the
Agency's office in Miami, and certain unre-
solved questions.

(7) Recommendations: The seventh tab is
self-explanatory and constitutes the recom-
mendations of the staff for further inquiry.

BACKGROUND

In a speech on May 22, 1973, President
Nixon stated in part the following in connec-
tion with the Watergate matter:

“Within a few days, however, I was advised
that there was a possibility of CIA involve-
ment in some way.

“It did seem to me possible that, because
of the involvement of former CIA person-
nel, and because of some of their apparent
associations, the investigation could lead to
the uncovering of covert CIA operations
totally unrelated to the Watergate break-in.

“In addition, by this time, the name of Mr.
Hunt had surfaced in connection with Water-
gate, and I was alerted to the fact that he
had previously been a member of the special
investigations unit in the White House.
Therefore, I was also concerned that the
Watergate investigation might well lead to
an inquiry Into the- activities of the special
investigations unit itself.” .

» * * * *

“I also had to be deeply concerned with
insuring that neither the covert operations
of the CIA nor the operations of the special
investigations unit should be compromised.
Theréfore, I instructed Mr, Haldeman snd
Mr, Ehrlichman to insure that the investiga-
tion of the break-in not expose elfher an
unrelated covert operation of the CIA or the
actlvities of the White House Investigations
unit—and to see that this was personally
coordinated between General Walters, the
Deputy Director of the CIA, and Mr. Gray at
the FBI.” . .

Omne of the matters to which the President

wag evidently referring was explored by Sen-
ator Baker in his questioning of John Ehr-
lichman when Ehrlichman appeared before
the Select Committee on July 26, 1973. Ehr-
lichman was questioned with regard to miss-
ing paragraph flve of a memo from Egil Krogh
and David Young to John Ehrlichman dated
August 11, 1971.2 :
* This was the same matter which had been
brought to the attention of the Minority staff
in July of 1873 which resulted in a briefing
of Senator Ervin, Senator Baker, Sam Dash,
and Fred Thompson by White House Coun-
sels Fred Buzhardt and Leonard Garment.
The subject of that briefing iz what 1s now
referred to as the “Admiral Moorer-Yeoman
Radford Incident.” :

With regard to involvement of the CIA
in the Watergate affair, it should be noted
that since June 17, 1972, there have been
numerous newspaper articles pointing out
the fact that many of those involved in the
Watergate break-in were former CIA em-
ployees; that CIA equipment was used by

‘Hunt, and other possible CIA links to Water-

gate. -
In the September 14, 1973, issue.of the
National Review, Miles Copeland wrote an
article entitled “The Unmentionable Uses of
a CIA”? suggesting that McCord led the
Watergate burglars into a trap. .
In the November, 1973, issue of Harper's
Magazine, an article entitled “The Cold War
Comes Home"” ?, By Andrew St. George, indi-
cated strongly that former CIA Director
Helms had prior knowledge of the Watergate
break-in. As a result of the St. George allega-
tion, Senator Baker asked Senator Symington

1 See Public Testimony of John Ehrlichman
dated July 26, 1973, at 2702-2704.

23 National Review, September 14, 1973,
“The Unmentionable Uses of a CIA,” at 996.

3 Hgrper’s Magazine, November, 1973, ‘The
Cold War Comes Home," at 82.
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B - Rgsv n or{glnal resolution au-
x;g supplemental expenditures by the

{ttee on the Budge: for inquirles and
ln,yegtl ations (Rept. No. 93— 1157) Referred
i to the Jommittee on Rules and Adm.{nj,stm-

. ZBY Mr. CANNOR, from the ¢
- Rules and Admlnistratlon, wi
ment:

“HR. 6507, An aét to agtho;:izgjhe convey-

. ance to the city of Salem, 11, of a statue of

: “i%%bngs Bryan (Rept No, 98- 1153),

Ao i ot

i nal expen

i e 7

Tesolution relaflng o the
pﬁnﬂng “of legisla.tive proceedings with re-
“‘g t to the death of former Senator Ernest
U Rept. No. 95-1160 d

 legls] a.tﬁ}pe prci{:&eedlngé with re-
t. No. §3-1161),

.on Commerce, without amendmen
BM ct g smend the fimer-
aving Tirne Energy Conser-
.ot 1873 to exempt from its proyiz"
geirlod Trom the last Sunday in

4, through the Jast Suhday in
4-1163).

'TRODUCTION OF BILLS Al
WOINT REsommgN'S
. The follo i
thIlS were &
-and,’ by un:
time, and referred as ir d;
By Mr. BAKER (for bl
WEICKER, Mr. Hagt, Mr.. é‘r-m%:zg,w
FIELD, Mr, J

4019 A bm tp esbabllshJ o~
‘mlf;tee on Intelljgence r()vetsigiit Re erred
to the Commitiee on Governn;g % ra
‘tions, -

. By Mr. NELSON:

g, 4020, A'bfll to amend thi

ing grants to States to'

el

‘grams to demonstrate tﬁv eﬁ‘ectlveness of
sthe use of iIndependent State and local small
-business enterprise centers to provide tech-
inical assistance and other useful and prac-

itical seryices to small buslnesa,es,

and. for_ .
. sother purposes. Referred to the Committee on,

‘Finance.
- By Mr. DOMINICK *
_ B. 4021, A Dbill to exclude :l’rom thp gross
income’ of individuals the interest on an
amount of sayings not in excess of $20,000.
Referred to the Committee on Flna.nce
By Mr. McGOVERN (for himself, Mr.
ABOUREZK, and Mr. CURrTIS) :
B. 4022, A biil to amend the Small Business

. :Act 10 provide for compensation for small
business and other, losses arising out of the
disturbances al Wounded, Knee, S. Dak. Re
ferred to the Committee on Banking, Hou
ing and Urban Affairs.

5 By Mr. DOMINICK;

b g 4023, A mu to amend the Internal Be
. ‘ehue Code of 1954 to. eliminate certs,
 limitations on medical and dental expe

fleductions. Referred to the Committee

Finance, .

5.8, 4094 A ;pm to. esta.pusb withm, varlous
agen s an Oﬂlce .of  Consumer Adyocacy.
Rejenéed to the Committee on Government

pera ions; and

. 8. °4095. A bl for’ the reliei ‘of Laszlo
,Bebo ‘Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary

e‘vi 5 for rou{:me purposes (Rept ‘

) ating to the

" By Mr. MAGNUSOI%L from’ tge cmmfétee

= Budget Act of
-~ sionsl Budget ¢

= fIittees. Refert o,

- and the Comm!'
‘ 'Elon :
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"LLMON

i1 for the relief of Filemon
Noemi 8. Inocencio, Pamels
F'nemcon Jose Inocencio, Jr.;

J. Inocencio fir,
Ann Inocench

‘and
5. 4027. A Liii for the rellef of Nur Bad-
shah. Referre: to the Committee on the
Judlc‘iary
s BY ELLMON (far. himself, Mr.
R o T.” DoLE, M. Hm.ms r.
Mclarzry, and Mr. YouNeG
S, 4028. A i to suthorize the Secreta:l

‘of" Agriculiur
sistance progr

/ CArry out an emergency as-
1 to_assist States in reliey-
ing severs” !¢ - Bt donidftion: that Threaten
‘to"aeéstray live-ack or crops. Referred to the
Commlittee on 1gricu1€‘ure and. Forettry,

T quire the redugtion of
-ensation of Beantors, ‘Rppre-

¢eéd ronfrust fund
.. year. 1teferred to the
e and Jivil Service.

)
“%tain’ béneflts :=celved by persons under the
Alaska Native «1aims Ssttlement Act shall be
disregarded ii-
of the househa it
.iticipate in the food stamp
d to the Cominittee on Agri-

IB 4Bl A bil to authorize the Secretary
Qge y ALY 1 d,eMate to the States cer-
n_functios ih respect to the location

ures, excavations, or fills
wvigable waters. Referred

“ S 4082. A m~ to amf:nd the Congressional
1374 to require the Congres-
ffice to prepare inflationary
impact statem i:t8 in connection with legis-
‘ation reportect 3y Senate and House com-
by unanimcus consent, to
on CGovernment Operations
“ee on Ftules and Administra-

--the Committe«

''''''' By Mr. F'"MPHREY (for himself and
RN | qu\m)

“8.J. Res. 242 4 joint resolution designat-
~-ihg the Nation:: Alr and Space Museum, as
the Charles A. "iIndbergh National Alr and
Spa.ce Musenm Referred to the Committee
-on Commerce

. - By Mr. M<{1OVERN:

SJ Res. 243. 4 joint resolutlon to provide
direction to the (7.8. delegation to the World
Pood Conferene :. Referred to the Committee
o Forelgn Rele :iins.

STATEMEK 'S ON INTRODUCED
BILLS ANT JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. ._.AKER (for himself Mr
- Wuiicxar, My, HArRT, Mr. CHURCH,
+ M. BaNsFiELD, Mr. JaviTs, Mr.
: vamzum Mr. CrANSTON, Mr.

Mnm oZA, " Mr. IVOUYE, Mr.
‘alid Mr. PLARSON) :

S. 4019 A bi to establish & Joint Com-
mittee .on In.:lligence Oversight. Re-
ferred to the (- smmittee on Government
Operations.

(The remarj::
Senators on
above bill appsur earlier in {he RECORD.)

of Mr. Baknir and other

By Mli3 (.
5. 4030. A%l to amend ths Small Bus-
iness Act to zuthorize Pederal revenue
sharing grants .o States to develop model

inet. cfficers by the per-
b fungd outlays of

determining the eligibility
s of which stch persons are

the introduction of the]

S 17027

programs to demonstrate the effective-

-ness of the use of independent State and
local small business enterprise centers to
provide technical assistance and other
useful and practical services to small
businesses, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974

Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, this is a
bill to amend the Small Business Act to

~authorize Federal revenue sharing gratits

to States to develop model programs to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the use
of independent State and local small
-business enterprise centers to provide
technical assistance and other useful and
practical services to small businesses.
and for other purposes.

I am proposing this model grant Iegis-
lation because we tend too often to ig-_
nore the general problems of smail busi-"
nesses in our overall approach to pre-

-. .serving and strengthening American free
--enterprise. For while other laws, and

even other provisions of the Small Busi-
ness Act itself, are designed to help par-
ticular groups of small business con-
cerns—such as agriculture businesses or
minority businesses—or are designed to
help all small business concerns with
particular types of problems—such as
governmental procurement policies or
obtaining small business loans, there is
no program designed to aid small busi-
ness concerns with the entire range of
problems they face.

This program represents a new step
toward the goal of strengthening the
position of small businesses in our sag-
ging economy. It is designed as an ex-
perimental program, with the purpose of
developing and analyzing methods and
techniques so that we may utilize the
more successful ones to realize that goal.

Such a model program requires con-
siderable flexibility, and for that reason
I propose to allow individual States wide
latitude in designing and conducting
their own model programs.

Accordingly, this act authorizes the
Small Business Administration to dis-
tribute the funds appropriated under its
provisions to participating States with
a minimum of strings attached. States
entering into agreements with the ad-
ministration for use of these funds must
only specify the type of centers or train-
ing programs they expect to fund or
establish, the goals of those programs,
and- the availability of non-Federal
funds to match the revenue sharing
grants on a dollar-for-dollar basis.

The latter requirement is necessary, I
feel, to insure that participating States
make a positive commitment to aiding
small business concerns, and to get the
maximum effect out of the expenditure
,0f each Federal dollar. States desiring

#to participate in the program and meet-

ing the minimal requirements spelled
out in the act will divide the funds avail-
able, based on their population relative
to the total population of the participat-
ing States, except that no individual
State may receive more than 10 percent
or less than one-half of 1 precent of the

available funds. -

.. The Small Business Administration
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services may also be procured by firm-term
multiyear contracts. The description of au-
tomatic data processing equipment in sub-
Bection (1) 1s compatible with the General
Accounting Office interpretation of auto-
matic data processing equipment as 1t is
used in the Brooks bill.
V. HEARINGH, ‘

« One day of public hearings were held by
the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Federal Pro-
curement, March 27, 1974, during which
the following four witnesses testified:

Hon. CHARLES H, PrrcY, a United States
Senator from the State of Illinois. )

PETER F. McCLOSKEY, President, Comput-
er and Business Equipment Manufacturers
Association. .

MicHAEL CREEDON, President, Computer
Lessors Assoclation.

M. Suy MEEKER, Commissioner, Automated -

Data and Telecommunications Services, Gen-
eral Services Administration,

In lieu of testimony, GAO submitted its
April 30, 1971 report on raultiyear leasing
and Government-wide purchasing of ADP
equipment (B-1156369)8% and its written views
and recommendations on S. 2785 (B-151204,
March, 26, 1874). Both of these documents
are Included In the Comimittee record of
the hearings.
' Summary of testimony

All four of the witnesses voiced strong
support of the bill’s objective of giving GSA
suthority to enter lnto multiyear leases
through use of the ADP Fund without obli-
gating the total anticipated payments under
the lease. They said that fthe Government

o=

should avall itself of the advantages of mul- &

tiyear contracting in the same manner andj

extent as private business and industry.
There was also agreement by the witnessg
that the legislation should facllitate tife
widest possible use of the multiyear leasifig
authority without interfering with the cgh-
trols and authorities provided by PuBlic
Law 89-308. The Computer and Bustfiess
Equipment Manufacturers Association ug-
gested that this could best be done by gfant-
ing all agencies the authority to make Fulti-
year leases as prescribed by the bill. THE posi-
tion of the General Services Admini#ration
was that the objective could best hg?
plished by retaining the ADP Fu
single source of funding for firm-te
year ADP contracts. After reviewinglall facets
of the problem, the Subcommiffee deter-
mined that delegation by GSA tojther agen-
cles to cite and obligate the ABP Fund in
firm-term multiyear ]
achleve the objective sough
while retaining the integrity
management concept presc
Law 89-308. )
Another point on which tjfere was general
agreement was the need tgfclarify that the
authority to enter into mgitiyear leases ap-
plies not only to leases for hardware, but
&lso to contracts for soffware development
and other related servicds and supplies. This

y CBEMA,
the central
d by Public

was accommodated by gfhe addition of sub-.

section (1). F
. rooTfoTES .

1U.8. Comptroller §reneral. Multiyear Leas-
ing And Governmght-wide Purchasing Of
Automatic Date jJ Processing Equipment
Should Result in $ignificant Savings. Wash-~
ington, U.8. Gengral Accounting Office, B~
116369, April 30, J971.

2 Senate Comnjittee on Government Oper-
atlons, Automafic Data Processing Equip-
ment. Report gf the Committee, Senate Re-
bort 89-038, 89fh Congress, 1st Session, 1965,

‘page 36.

8 The Repofl of the Commission on Gov~-
ernment Progurement, December 1972, Vol. 3,
pages 48-49.

* See notef 2, supra, pp. 21, 28, 30.

. 5See appgndix A.
‘ 4See apgendix B.
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7 See appendix C.
8 See note 1, supra.

The joint resoluti
to authorize and regu
to issue a proclamggion designating tl
fourth Sunday In#September of e
year as ‘“Good Nefghbor Day” was co
sidered, ordered $o be engrossed for
third reading, rgfid the third time,
passed, as follo

Resolved by tigf Senate and House of Re:
resentatives of ghe United States of Amer
in Congress ag@iembled, That the Preslde
i3 authorized $:d _requested to Issue a pr
lamation -desfriating the fourth Sunday ?
September g ench year as “Good Neighbor
Day”, and #alling upon the people of the
United Stffes and interested groups and
organizatighs tc observe such day with ap-

peramaonies and activities.

. BFOBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
hanimois consent to have printed
& Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port #FNo. 93-1156), explaining the pur-
posgd of the measure.
ere being no objection, the excerpt
wgk ordered t¢ be printed in the Recorp,
aff follows:

ExcErPT
PURPOSH
The purpose of the joint resolution is to

Y authorize and request the President to issue

a proclamation designating the fourth Sun-
day of each year as “Good Neighbor Day.”

STATEMENT

Our Nation = undergoing a cultural rev-
olution together with a steady exodus from
the intercity tc suburban aress and out of
such movement there is created a need for
cooperation in the building of new commu-
nities and happier quality of life for all.

A Presidentisl proclamation designating a
“Good Neilghbor Day” would encourage all
people to practice brotherly love and to pro-
duce a lasting peace and a better world.

~The committes is of the opinion that this
resolution hes a meritorious purpose and ac-
cordingly recommends favorakle considera-
tion of Senate Joint Resolution 235, without
amendment.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senstor from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. I yield the floor.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum. T ask
unanimous consent that the time he
charged against the time allotted to me
under the order.

The ACTIN(: PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without abjection, it is so ordered,
and the clerk will call the rcll,

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to czll the roll.

Mr. BAKEE. Mr. Presicdent, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum czil be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoserT C. Byrp). Without objection, it
is so ordered. .

——

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous crder, the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) is recognized for
not to exceed 5 minutes.

S DHO Y

B01000608@atamber 19, 1974

PROPOSED ESTABLISHMENT OF A
JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTELLI-
GENCE OVERSIGHT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I, along
with Senators WEICKER, Hart, CHURCH,
MANSFIELD, HUMPHREY, CRANSTON, MoON-
TOoYA, INOUYE, BROOKE, PEARSON, and
Javits, send to the desk for appropriate
reference a bill to create within the Con-
gress a Joint Committee on Intelligence
Oversight.

This legislation establishes a 14-mem-
ber joint House-Senate committee, not
dissimilar to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, specifically entrusted
with primary oversight and legislative
responsibility for the Federal intelligence
community.

While a Joint Committee on Intelli-
gence Oversight will provide increased
assurance that the various intelligence
and law-enforcement agencies are abid-
ing by the Constitution and the Federal
statutes by which they were created, I
believe that the committee also will
strengthen our legitimate intelligence
gathering capacity through insuring
better coordination between the CIA,
FBI, Secret Service, DIA, NSA, and other
agencies possessing intelligence jurisdic-
tion, and through eliminating much of
the current  duplication and apparent
jealousy and competition in the intelli-
gence community. Moreover, it is  hoped
that increased congressional oversight
would render the intelligence community
more responsive to legitimate Presi-
dential and congressional requirements.

My concern regarding congressional
oversight of the Federal intelligence com-
munity, as well as the extent and thor-
oughness of the information provided
Congress by the intelligence community,
stems, in large part, from my service on
the Select Committee on Presidential
Campaign Activities. Both in the Water-
gate Committee report and in other se-
lect committee documents, there is found
a substantial body of evidence regarding
the activities of the Central Intelligence,
Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, the National Security Council,
and other governmental intelligence
gathering and investigative organiza-
tions, which provides insight into the ac-
tivities, as well as the abuses, of these
organizations.

Unfortunately, I believe, the select
committee staff investigation or inquiry
into the Central Intelligence Agency'
connection to the Watergate breakin and
coverup was effectively ended after we
received a letter from Director Colby,
dated March 7, 1974, stating that- the
Agency would make certain critical clas-
sified information “completely available
to inspection by any member of the CIA
Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee” but that he did not
“thihk it appropriate to turn over to the
select committee” any of this material.
And the committee was then confronted
by another, perhaps more effective,
stonewall. I suggest that this is the only
instance of a categorical refusal by any
agency or department of the Government
to cooperate with the select committee.

Nevertheless, I directed the committee
staff to assemble a report and to file
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it with the committee. I delivered a copy
of that report to the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee and the
Armed Services Committee, for the use
of their CTA Oversight Subcommittees.

The staff report was later “sanitized”
for sensitive and classified material by
the CTA. Mr. President, I shall ask unan-
imous consent that & copy of this “sani-
tized” report be printed in the FECORD at
the conclusion of these remarks. '

Based on that experience, meaning the
staff CIA report and other investigations,
1 belleve there is no question that the
Central Intelligence Agency was “in-
volved” in Watergate; the question is
rather on whose order and for what pur-

Clearly, the factual circumstances out-
lined in the staff report are, in many
cases, inconclusive and lend themselves
to varying inferences and interpreta-
tions. I believe, however, that this very
uncertainty and the inadequacy of the
explanations provided by the CIA, the
White House, and the other agencies in-
volved, highlights the need for a more
effective, single purpose oversight capa-
bility within the Congress of the United
States. It seems apparent that current
congressional committee oversight does
not function effectlvely as a deferrent
to those who may seek to utilize govern-
mental intelligence and investigative
agencles for unlawful or unauthorized
purposes. I wish to say that I have noth-
ing but the highest respect and regard
for the members of the current oversight
committees, particularly Senators STEN-

NIs and McCrLeLLAN, but I think their

obvious burdens and- responsibilities in
the conventional fields of appropriations
and armed services are such that their
committees are unable to accord more
than cursory attention to the oversight
function—witness the fact that accord-
ing ‘to committee staff, the Armed Serv-
ices Central Intelligence Subcommittee
has conducted only two formal meetings
during the 93d Congress.

The recommendation of the Select
Committee on Presidential Campaign
Activities that congressional oversight
of the intelligence community be
strengthened, as well as my own calling
for the creation of a Joint Committee on
Intelligence Oversight, were, of course,
based on the knowledge before the com-
mittee and in the public domain as of
July of this year. Since that time, the
compelling need for increased congres-
sional oversight has been increased by
the recent revelation that there are al-
leged major discrepancies in sworn testi-
mony submitted to the Senate Foreign
“Relations Committee by high State De-
partment and Central Intfelligence
Agency officials regarding covert CIA
operations In Chile. Apparentlv, the
House and Senate Forelgn Relations
Committees were misled regarding the
expenditure of $11 million, as authorized
by the so-called -Forty Committee, to
preserve the opposition press and politi-
cal parties during the administration of
the late Salvador Allende.

This ecircumstance has prompted, T
understand, legislation, including bills
introduced by our distinguished colleague

from Minnesota (Mr. MonpALE) and
Congressman HARRINGTON, designed to
provide for increased congressional fore-
knowledge and oversight of such activi-
ties. I commend them for their eforts.
Moreover, displaying remarkable fore-
sight, the distinguished majority leader
of the Senate, Senator MaNsFIELD, iintro-
duced legislation in 1953, 1954, and 1955,
to establish a Joint Committee on Cen-
tral Intelligence. This legislation even-
tually was defeated on April 11, 1956;
but I hope that intervening circum-
stances now will compel a different re-
sult.

In closing, I wish to urge that the 93d
Congress enact this legislation, after ap-
propriate committee consideration, be-
fore adjournment. I am pleased that,
during his most recent press conference,
President Ford indicated that he was go-
ing to meet with the responsible con-
gressional committees to discuss the need
for changes in the intelligence review
process; but I think that we need more
than a change in the review process, we
need a change in the committee struc-
ture. Thus, because of the cost, the se-
crecy, the lack of effective supervision,
the uncertainty of domesic activities, and
the -extreme difficulty in obtaining ac-
cess to classified materials, I am of the
opinion that congressional oversight of
governmental intelligence operations
must be entrusted to a committee solely
charged with that responsibility; and
that consideration of this proposal de-
serves priority consideration in the wan-
ing days of this session of the 93d Con-
gress.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the aforementioned Slenate
Select Committee staff report and the
text of the bill which I am introclucing
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no-objection, the bill and
staff report were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

. 8. 4018

Be it enacted by ths Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress zssembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Joint Committee on
Intelligence Oversight Act of 1974.”

ESTABLISHMENT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON

INTELLIGENCE OVERSIGHT

8Ec. 2. (a) There i1s hereby established a
Joint Committee on Intelligence Oversight
(hereinafter referred to as the “Joint Com-
mittee”) which shall he composed of four-
teen members appointed as follows:

(1) seveh membhers of the Senate, four to
be appointed by the majority leader of the
Senate and three to be appointed by the
minority leader of the Senate; and

(2) seven members ¢f the House of Repre-

sentatives, four to be sppointed by tre ma-

Jority leader of the House of Represen:atives
and three to be appointed by the minority
leader of the House of Representatives.

(b) The Joint Committee shall select o
chairman and a vice chairman from among
its members at the heginning of eachi Con-
gress. The vice chairman shall act in the
place and stead of the chairman in the ab-
sence of the chairman. "The chairmanship and
the vice chairmanshiy shall alternate he-
tween the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives with each Congrees. The cheirman
during each even-numbered Congress shall
be selected by the Members of the Hcuse of
Representatives on the Joint Committee from
among their number and the chairman dur-

ing each odd-numbered Congress shall be
selected by the Members of the Senate on
the Joint Committee from among their num-
her. The vice chairman during each Congress
shall be chosen in the same manner from
that House of Congress other than the House
of Congress of which the chairman Is a
Member. .

(¢) A majority of the members of the
Joint Committee shall constitute a quorum
for the transaction of business, except that
the Joint Committee may fix a lesser number
a8 & quorum for the purpose of taking testi-
mony. Vacancies in the membership of the
Joint Committee shall not affect the power
of the remaining members to execute the
functions of the Joint Committee and shall
be fllled in the same manner as in the case
of the original appointment.

(d) Service of a Senator as & member or
as chairman of the Joint Committee shall
not be taken into account for the purposes
of paragraph 6 of rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate.

DUTIES OF THE JOINT COMMIITEE

SEc. 3. (a) If shall be the duty of the Joint
Committee to conduct a continuing study
and investigation of the activities and op-
erations of (1) the Central Intelllgence
Agency, (2) the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, Department of Justice, (3) the United
States Becret Service, (4) the Defense In-
telligence Agency, Department of Defense,
(6) the National Security Agency, and (6)
all other departments and agencies of the
Federal Government insofar as the activities
and operations of such other departments
and agencles pertaln to intelligence gather-
ing or survelllance of persons; and to con-
sider proposals for the improvement and
reorganization of agencies and departments
of the Federal Government within the juris-
diction of the Joint Committee.

(b) The Director of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the Director of the
Secret Service, the Director of the Deiense
Intelligence Agency, and the Director of the
National Security Agency shall keep the Joint
Committee fully and currently informed with
respect to all of the activities of their re-
spective organizations, and the heads of all
othér departments and agencles of the Fed-
eral Government conducting intelligence ac-
tivities or operations or the surveillance of
persons shall keep the Joint Committee fully
and currently informed of all intelligence and
surveillance activities and operations carried
out by thelr respective departments and
agencies. The Joint Committee shall have au-
thority to require from any department or
agency of the Federal Government perlodic
written reports regarding activities and op-
erations within the jurisdiction of the Joint
Comimnltitee. i

(¢) (1) All bills, resolutions, and other
matters in the Senate or the House of Repre-
sentatives relating primarily to the functions
of the Central Intelligence Agency, the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, the United
States Secret Service, the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency, the Natlonal Security Agency,
or to intelligence or surveillance activities or
o~erations of any other department or agency
of the Federal Government shall be referred
to the Joint Committee.

(2) No funds may appropriated for the
purnose of carrying out any intelligence or
survelllance activity or omneration by any
office, or any department or gaceny of the
Federal Government, unless such funds for

. such activity or operation have been specifi-

cally authorized by legislation enacted after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(3) No bill or resolution, and no amend-
ment to any bill or resotution, and no matter
contained in any bill or resolution, in either
Houre, dealing with any matter which is
within the jurisdiction of the Joint Com-~
mittee shall be considered in that House un-
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lesas it is & bill or resolution which has been
reported by the Joint Committee of thet
House (or from the consideration «f which
such comrnittee has been discharged) o un-
less it is an amendment to such a Lill or
resolution. Nothing in this subsection shali
be construed io deprive any commitiee of
etther House from exercisinug legislative over-
sizht with respect to inteiligence and survell-
Jance activities and operstions related to the
Jurisdiction of such commiitee.

(4) Members of the Joirnt Committes wha
are Members of the Senate shail from time
t¢ time report to the Benate, and members
of the Joint Committee who are Members of
the House of Representatives shall from time
to time report to the House, by hill or ¢ther-
wise, their recommendations with respect to
matters within the jurisdiction of thelr re-
spective Houses and which are referred Lo the
Joiut Committee or otherwise within the jur-
tsdiction of the Joint Committee.

ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS

Sec. 4. (a) The Joint Committee, or any
subcornmitiee thereof, 15 authorized, in its
discretion: to make expencditures; to employ
personnel; to adopt rules respecling ils orga-
nization snd procedures: to hold hearings;
o sit and act at any time or piace; to sub-
pene witkesses and documents; with the
prior consent of the Federal department cr
agency concernd, to use on a reimbursable
basls the services of personnel, information.
and facilitles of any such department or
agency; to procure printing and bindirug to
procure the temporary services (not io ex-
cess of one year) or intermittent services of
individual consuitants, or orgenigeitons
thereof, and to provide assistance for the
training of {ts protessional stafl. in the same
manner and under the same conditions s a
standing committee of the Benate may pro-
cure such services and provide such assist-
ance under subsections (i} and ()), rexpec-
tively, of section 202 of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946; and to teke depo-
sitlons and other testimony.

(by Subpenas may be issued over the sig-
nature of {the chairman of the Joint Commit-
tee or by any member designated by him or
the Joint Committee, and may be served by
such person as may be designated dy such
chairman or member. The chairman of the
Joint Committes or any member thereo’ may
administer oaths to witnesses. The provi.
slons of sections 102-104 of the Revisod Htat.
utes (2 U.8.C. 192~194) shall apply In the
case of any fallure of any witness Lo cuaply
with & subpena or to testify when swm-
moned under authority o this subsection.

CLABSISPICATION OF INFORMATION

8xc. 5. The Joint Committee may classify
information originating within the commit.
tee in accordance with standards used gen-
erally by the exsecutive branich for clagsifying
restricted data or defense information,
RECORDS OF JOINT COMMITTEE

Sec. 8. The Joint Committes shall kesp a
complete record of all Joint Committes ac-
tions, tncluding a record of the votes on any
question on which a record vote in de-
manded. All records, data, charts. and files ot
the Joint Committee shall be the property
of the Joint Committee and shall be kept in
the offices of the Joint Committee or such
other places as the Joint Commitiee may
direct.

EXPENSES OF JOINT COMMITTEE

Sec. 7. The expenses of the Joint Commit.
tee shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate from funds appropriatec for
the Joint Committee, upon vouchers stgned
bv the chairman of the Joint Committee or
by any member of the Joint Committes au-
thorized by the chairman.

INTRODUCTION
‘This report s submitted at Senator Baker's
request to summarize the highiights of an

investigation of CIA activity. if any, in con-
nection with the Watergste incident and
aftermath. Jt 18 based on material in the
possession of the Committee, both classified
and unclassified, 7t does not attempt to deal
with all the matters deemed pertinent and
important to a full mnd complete inquiry, but
18 destgned to generslly dexcribe the areas of
interest and concern pursusd during the staff
investigation and exesutive sesasion Intervisws
since the conclusion of the Committee’s pub-
lic hearings.

In view of the fact that the Commmittee has
chosen to have mo further public hearings:
that the Committes staff is in the process
of being reduced in size; that further coop-
eration by the Agency secms more lkely on
the request of the standing jurisdictional
committers rather than ¢n the request of
the Watergate Commitise, and that the total
buden of additional work to complete the In-
vestigatioh thoroughly {5 probably heyond
the competence of the rumaining staff in
terms of numbers and time, Senstor Baker
requested that this memosrandum be pre-
pared for submission to the full Committee
for further disposition as the Committee
may desermins. It is pointed out that, while
the report itself {8 not classified, it makes
reference to, and In some instances quotes
trom. material which is classified. There-
fore, each copy of thi= report has been treated
for security purposes as if it were olassified.
They are numbered and accounted for as in
the case of classified material,

The report 13 broken down into seven cate-
gories, tabbed as follows:

{1) Background: £ recitation of the first
refarances to CIA connections on the part
of the Watergate burglars. reference to the
possibility of CIA involvement by the Presi-
dent !n his speach of May 22, 1973, and certain
other published {nformation and correspond-
ence,

{2) Mullen 'The fact thas the Mullen Com-
pauny and 118 presiderd, Boh Bepnett, had an
establizhed relationship with the CIA is de-
scribed in some detall in this section of the
report. Most of the information contained in
this section was discovereG after Volume IV
wazs requested by Senator Baker. The CIA
arranged to relemse this volume and subse-
quent documents to ths Watergate Commit.
tee I the custody of George Murphy serving
a8 security oficer for the Committee through
an arrangement with the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

(3) Penntngton: ‘This seation derives from
a CIA supplied memorandum dated February
22, 1974, from the than Director of Becurity,
detalling the information that Les R, Pen-
nington, a CIA operatuive, had entersd James
McCord‘'s houss mnd/or ofice shortly after
the Wategate breakin for the purpose cf de-
stroying evidence cf » CIA connection with
McCord.

(4} Tapes. This section derives from in-
tormation supplied to Senator Baker by Di-
rector Colby that there was a central taping
capability at the CJA; that the tapes had
been destroyed, and the posslbility that some
of the tapes may heve heen Watergate re-
iated. Director Colby stated that he did not
know whether Wetlergtae -elated tapes had
been destroyed. ‘

(8) TS8D: The Initlals stand for Technical
Services Divislon of the Central Intelllizence
Agency. and the section deals with rather
extensive contacts hetween Hunt and the
Agenicy and the support supplied by the
Agency to Hunt and Liddy, which was used
in a wide variety of undertakings. A number
of factual discrepancies appear in this section
which cannot be effectively reconciled on the
basls of the Infeormation we now possess—
such as Hunt's receipt of certain Agency
techrnical assistance and contemporaneous
participation in the preparation of the Fils-
herg psychiatric profile.

(8) Martinez: This tab refers to Eugenio

Martinez, one of the Watergate burglars.
The section dsiineates the Martinez-Agercy
relationship, Hunt's early sctivities in Mi-
mi, the actions taken or not taken by the
Agency's ofice in Miami, and certain unre-
solved guessions,

{7} Recommendations: The seventh iab is
telf-explanatory and constitutes the recom-
mendations of the staff for further inquiry.

BACKGROUND

In a speech on May 22, 1973, Presldent
Nixon stated in part the following in connec-
tion with the Watergate matter:

- “Witkin s few days, however, I was advised
that there was a possibility of CIA involve-
ment in some way.

“It did seem to me possible that, because
©f the invclvement of former CIA perscn-
nel, and because of some of their apparent
sasoclations, the investigation could lead to
the uncovering of covert CIA operatlons
totally unrelated to the Watergate break-In.
_ “In addition, by this time, the name of Mr.
Hunt had surfaced in connection with Water-
gate, and I was alerted to the fact that he
had previcusiy been a member of the special
investigations unit in the White House.
Therefore, [ was saleo concerned that the
Watergate investigation might well lead to
&n inguiry into the actlvities of the special
investigations unit itself.”

* L]

* L4 »

“I aiso had to be deeply concerned with
insuring that neither the covert operations
¢f the CIA nor the operations of the special
investigations unit should be compromised.
Therefore, I instructed Mr. Haldeman and
Mr. Ehrilchman to insure that the invesilga-
tion of the break-in not expose efther an
unrelated covert operation of the CIA or the
activities of the White House Investigaticns
unit—and w0 see that this was personally
coordinated between General Walters, the
Deputy Director of the CIA, and Mr, Gray at
the FBI.”

One of the matters to which the President
was evidently referring was explored by Sen-
ator Baker In his guestioning of John Ehr-
Iichman when Ehrlichman appeared before
the Select Committee on July 28, 1973. Ehr-
lichman was questioned with regard to miss-
ing paragraph five of a memo from Egil Erogh
end David Young to John Ehrlichman dated
August 11, 1871

This was the same matter which had been
brought to the attention of the Minority staff
in July of 1873 which resulted in & briefing
of Senator Brvin, Senator Baker, Sam Dash,
tnd Fred Thompson by White House Coun-
se13 Fred Buzhardt and Leonard Garment.
The subject of that briefing is what is now
veferred to a8 the “Admiral Moorer-Yeoman
Radford Incident.”

With regard to {nvoivement of the CIA

in the Watorgate affair, it should be noted
that since June 17, 1972, there have been
rumerous newspaper articles pointing cut
the fact that many of those involved in the
Watergate break-in were former CIA em-
ployees; that CIA equipment was used by
Hunt, and other possible CIA links to Water-
gate.
- In the Beptember 14, 1973, issue of the
Mationa! Review, Miles Copeland wrote an
article entitied “The Unmentionable Uses of
s CIA"?, ting that MoCord led the
Watergate burgiars into a trap.

In the November, 1978, issue of Harper’s
Magazine, an article entitled “The Cold War
Comes Home"®, By Andrew St. George, indi-
cated strongly that former CIA Director
Helms had prior knowledge of the Watergste
break-11.. As a result of the 8t. George allega-
tion, Sensator Baker asked Senator Symington

t See Public Testimony of John Ehrlichman
dated July 28, 1973, at 2702-2704.

a3 National Review, September 14, 19793,
“The Unmentionable Uses of a CIA,” at 986

3 Harper’s Magazine, November, 1873, “The
Cold War Comes Home,” at 82.
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and the Senate Armed Services Committee
to conduct the inquiry into those sllegations.
The Senate Armed Services Cominittee held
hearings on this matter and heard testimony
from CIA officials that the Agency was not
knowledgeable on the Watergate break-in be-
fore it occurred; had not led the burglars
into a trap; and, that the magazine allega-
tions had no basis in fact.

It would appear that no information rela-
tive to this Committee’s mandate was de-
veloped from the testimony adduced during
the hearings before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee on the St. George matter.

However, in the aftermath of the St.
George inquiry, Senator Baker propounded a
number of questions to the CIA on Novem-
ber 8, 1973, one of which follows:

7. Question: On or after June 17, 1872, did
any of the individuals assoclated with these
break-lns in any way communicate with any
individual assoclated with CIA to discuss

the Watergate break-ins or the Ellsberg psy--

chiatrist office break-in, other than Mr. Mc-
Cord who wrote letters to CIA which are
part of the Watergate hearing record?

Answer: On 10 July 1972 an officer of &
commercial concern communicated to an
employee of CIA information which had
come to his attention concerning the "“Water-
gate Five.” The relationship of this inform-
ant and his company to the Agency was and
is classified. Since this information was hear-
say, contained a repetition of then current
' published speculation, and indicated that the
informant had appeared hefore the .Grand
Jury on the matter, no action was taken. The
employee’s “hand-written memorandum for
the record on this matter 1s contained in sen-
sitive material which Agency officers have
made avallable for review, but not retention,
by the stafls of the four CTA Subcommittees
as well as the staffs of the Senate Select
Committee on Presidential Campalgn Ac-
tivitles and the Federal Prosecutor. Aside
from this, the Agency had no communication
of the type referred to in this question.

An  examination of the aforementioned
"sensltive material” ¢ revealed more than was
theretofore known about the scope of the
CIA's dealings with Robert Bennett and
Mullen and Company and led to a further
intensification of the stafl’s investigative ef~
forts. in other CIA-related areas.

ROBERT BENNETT AND THE MULLEN AND CO.

" The Mullen and Company has maintained

a relationship with the Central Intelligence
Agency since its incorporation in 1859 It
provided cover for an agent in Europe and
an agent in the Far East at the time of the
Watergate break-in.? ) .

Hunt left the CIA in 1970 and joined Mul-
len and Company with what founder Robert
Mullen understood to be Director Helms’
blessing.? Hunt's covert security clearance
was extended by the CIA 4 he was witting of

+This material was produced as a part of
Volume IV of the documents furnished to us
by the CIA.

* 1Bxecutive Session Testimony of Robert
R. Mullen, February 5, 1974, at 3. ]

2 Executive Session Testimony of Robert
F. Bennett, February 1, 1974, at 25-26; Ex-
~ecutive Sesslon Testimony of (Mullen and
Company Case Officer), February 4, 1974,
at b,

3CIA Memorandum,
Wrap-Up of Agency’s Association with
Robert R. Mullen and Company, found at
Tab 3 of CIA Supplemental Material,
Volume III, at 3; Executive Session Testi-
mony of Robert R. Mullen, supra note 1, at
8; Executive Session Testimony of -Robert
F. Benneft, supra note 2, at 67.

4+8ee Memorandum for Deputy Director
for Plans, October 14, 1970; "Subject:
E. Howard Hunt—~Utlllza,tlon by Central
Cover Staff, found at Tab 16, CIA Supple-
mental Materials, Volume 11,

undated, Subject:

the Mullen cover5; arnd, on occasion he un-
dertook negotlations with the Agency with
respect to that cover-—even after becoming
employed at the White House (according to
Agency records).®

Robert Bennett, wha is Senator Bennett's
son, joined Mullen and Company ahd be-
came its President in 1971, He was introduced
to the Mullen CIA case officer in Aprll. of last
year.” Bennett brought the Hughes Tool ac-
count with him to Mullen® CIA records in-
dicate that Agency consideration was given
to utilizing Mullen’s Hughes relationship
for & matter relating 1o a cover arrangement
in [South America], and to garner informa-
tlon on Robert Maheu.?

Bennet’s accessibility to the CIA has raised
questions concerning possible Agency in-
volvement in, or knowledge of, Bennett’s
activities tn regard to Hunt/Liddy, to wit:
Bennett suggested and coordinated the De-
Mott interview; regarding Chappaquidick; ®
Bennett coordinated the release of Dita
Beard’'s statement frcm Denver, after con-
tacting Beard's attorneys at the suggestion
of a Hughes executive; 11 Bennett suggested
that Greenspun’s safe contained information

of interest to both Hughes and the CRP; 2’

Bennett asked for and received frorn Hunt
a price estimate for bugging Clifforc. Irving
for Hughes; ¥ Bennett coordinated the em-
ployment of political spy Tom Grepory by
Hunt and discussed with Gregory the latter's
refusal to proceed with bugging plans on or
about June 16, 1972+ Benneti recsived a
scrambler from Hughes personnel for use on
Maullen telephones;  Zennett and Liddy set
up dummy commitices as a conduit for
Hughes campaign contributions; 1* and Ben-
nett served as the point of contact between
Hunt end Liddy during the two weeks follow-
ing the Watergate btreak-in’? Puthermore,

sId.; Executive Session Testimony of
Robert R, Mullen, supra note 1, at 0.

¢ Executive Session Testimony of (Former
Deputy Director of Plans, hereinafter DDP),
February 5, 1974, at 6--10; CIA Memorandum,
undated, Subject: Wrap-Up of Agenuy’s As-

soctation with Robert R. Mullen and Com-
pany, supra note 3, at 2.

1 Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Mullen
and Company Case Officer), supra note 2,
at 12,

& Executive Session Testimony of Robert
F, Bennett, supra nota 2, at 132,

®See [Mullen and Company Case Officer]
Memorandum for Reccrd, April 30, 1871, Bub-
ject: Assoclation of Robert R. Mullen and
Company with the Hughes Tool Ccmpany.
This document is found at Tab 16, [3upple-
mental CIA Material, Yolume II.

w Executive Session Testimony of E.
Howard Hunt, December 18, 1973, at 60-70;
Executive Session Testimony of Robert F.
Bennett, supra, note 2, at 62-65.

1 Executive Session Testimony of Robert
F. Bennett, supra nota 3, at 93-94,

1 Executive Session Testlmony of E,
Howard Hunt, supra hote 19, at 6-8; But see
Executive Session Testimony of Robert E.
Bennett, supra note 2. at 79-84. Bennett in-
dicates that Hunt suggzested Bennett coordi-
nation with Hughes.

12 Executlve Session Testimony of E.
Howard Hunt, supra note 10, at 72-73; Ex-
ecutive Session Testimony of Robert F, Ben-
nett, supra note 2, at 121-124.

1 Staff Interview of Thomas J, (iregory,
September 1, 1873, at 5; Executive Sesslon
Testimony of E. Howard Hunt, supra note
10, at 17; Ezxecutive Session Testimony of
Robert F. Bennett, supra note 2, at €¢9-75.

15 8taff Interview of Linda Jones, fleptem-
ber 6, 1973, at 3; Executive Session Testimony
of Robert F. Bennett, supra note 2, at 140,

19 gtaff Interview of L.inda Jones, supra note
15, at 9; See Summarized Highlights cf Linda
Jones Interview, dated Beptember 1), 1973.

7 8taff Interview of Linda Jones, suprag
note 16, at 8, Executive Session Testimony

‘of Robert F. Bennett, supre note 2, at 153-

1567.

S 17007

Robert Oliver, Mullen’s Washington lobbyist
for Hughes Tool, is the father of R. Spencer
Oliver, Jr., whose telephone was tapped at
the Democratic National Commiftee. Ben-
nett met with the Olivers after the break-in
to discuss the bugging?

The true nature of Bennett’s relationship
to the CIA was not known to us until late
November of 1973 when, at Senator Baker's
request, the CIA produced another volume
of CIA documents (Volume IV). The follow-
ing information was  adduced from this
volume.

On July 10, 1972, Bennett reported detailed
knowledge of the Watergate incident to his
CIA case officer. The case officer’s report of
this meeting was handwritten ¥ and carrled
to Director Helms on or before July 14, 1972,
in this form because of the sensitivity of
the Information.?® It revealed that Bennett
had established a “back door entry” to E. B.
Williams, the attorney for the DNC, in order
to “kill off”” ravelations of the Agency’s rela-
tionship with the Mullen and Company in
the course of the DNC lawsuit. He agreed to
check with the CIA prior to contacting Wil-
liams.?! Our staff has confirmed that Bennett
did funnel information to Williams via at-
torney Hobart Taylor and that this informa-
tion was more extensive than the information
Bennett had previously provided the Grand
Jury? The CIA has dcknowledged paying
one~half of Bennelt’s attorney fee for his
Grand Jury appearance?

Although Bennett was supplying informa-
tion to the CIA about many aspects of the
Watergate incident and was at that time
serving as liaison between Hunt and Liddy,
there i3 no indication that these facts were
disclosed to the FBI.

The aforementioned July 10 report con-
tains mysterious reference to a “WH flap.” 4
The report states that if the Mullen cover ls
terminated, the Watergate could not be used
as an excuse. It suggests that the Agency
might have to level with Mullen about the
“WH flap.” ** Nonetheless, a July 24, 1972
contact report shows that the CIA convinced
Robert Mullen of the need to withdraw its
Par East cover through an “agreed upon
scenario” which included a falsified Water-
gate publicity crisis?? The Agency aclvises
that the “WH flap” has reference to a (dele-
tion at Agency request) that threatened to
compromise Western Hemisphere opera-

1 Executive Session Testimony of Robert
F. Bennett, supra note 2, at 100-101.

1 (Mullen and Company Case . Officer)
Memorandum for Record, July 10, 1972, S8ub-
Ject: Meeting with Robert Foster Bennett
and his comments concerning E. Howard
Hunt, Douglas Caddy, and the “Watergate
Five" Incident (sic), found in CIA Supple-
mental Material, Volume IV.

# Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Mullen
and Company Case Officer), supra note 2, at
20-21, 28-29.

21 (Mullen. and Company Case Officer)
Memorandum for Record supra note 19, at
11-12.

22 Robert F. Bennett, Memorandum for Rec-
ord, dated January 18, 1973, at 17, Executive
Session Testimony of Robert F. Bennett,
supra note 2, at 129. See also Hobart Taylor
Interview Report, dated February 11, 1974,

22 CIA Memorandum, undated, Subject:
Wrap-Up of Agency’s Association with Rob-
ert R. Mullen and Company, supra hote 3,
at b.

2 (Mullen and Company Case Officer)
Memorandum for Record, supra note 19, at
13-14.

% Jd. at 12-13.

2 Id. at 13,

2 (Mullen and Company Case Officer)
Memorandum for Record, July 24, 1972, Sub-
Ject: Withdrawal (Far East). Cover, found in
CIA Supplemental Material, Volume V, at
1-2,
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tions,® but has not explained sufficlent rea-
son to withhold such informsation from Mul-
len nor explained the significance of same to
Watergats developments.

This Agency explanation is clouded by
confilcting evidence. The Assistant Deputv
Director of Plans has testified that he is very
familiar with the matter and that it had
no unigque effect on Mullen's cover® The
Millen case officer testified that the flap con-
cerned cover® Bennett, who thought the
reforence concerned a “White House flap,”
did advise of informatior received from the
European cover that a {compromise) ad-
versely affectedt & former Mullen cover (de-
leted at Agency request).®

A memorandum drafted by the Chief ol
th= Central Cover Staff, CIA, on March 1.
1973, notes that Bennett felt he could hendie
the Ervin Committee if the Agency could
handle Hunt® Bennett even stated that he
bad & friend who had Intervened with Ervin
on the matter® The same memorandum
suggests that Bennett took relish in imopli-
cating Colson In Hunt's activitles in the
‘press while protecting the Agency at the
same time® It is further ncted that Bernett
was feeding storles to Bob Woodward who
was “suitably grateful”; that he was making
no atiribution to Bennett; and that he was
protecting Bennett and Mullen and Com-
pany.» ‘

PENNINGTON MATTER

The results of our inveatigation clearly
show that the CIA had in ity posses:ion, as
early as June of 1§72, informaetion that one
of thetr paid operatives, lLes R. Penningion,
Jr., had entered the James McCord residence
shortly after the Watergate break-in and
destroyed documents which might show a
Hnk between McCord and the OIA. This in-
formation was not made avallable to this
Committee or anyone else outside the CJIA
until February 22, 1874, when 8 memoran-
dum by the then Director of Security was
furnished v this Commititee:

The evidence further shows that 1 Au-
gust of 1872, when the FBI made inquiry
about a “Pennington,” the Agency response
was to furnish information about a former
employee, (with a similar name), wio was
obiiously not the man the F3I was interested
in, and to withhold the name of Lee ®. Fen-
nington, Jr.?

The Pennington information was known
within the CIA at least at a lavel as high as
the Director of Becurity, sccording to the
{(former Chief of the Security Research Siaff,

» Execnutive Sesslon Testimony of {DIP),
supra note 8, at 39; Executive Session Testi-
mony of (Mullen and Company Case Officar),
supra note 2, at 43.

= Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Former
Assistant Deputy Director of Plans:, Feb-
ruery 28, 1974, transcript not presentiy avafi-
able.

» Executive Session Testirnony of (Muilen
and Company Case Officer), suprz note 2, at
43,
5. Executive Sesslon Testimony of Robert
F. Bennett, supra note 32, at 17-94.

8 Y Memorandum for Deputy Di-
rector for Plans, March 1 1873, 8Subject:
Current Time Magazine Investigation of
Robert R. Mullen & Company Connection
with the Watergate Incidert, found in CIA
Supplemental Materia!, Volume IV, at 4.

®id

s Id.

= I1d.

! See “Memorandum for Director of Intei-
Hgence,”” February 22, 1974, Exhibit 1 to the
Executive Session Testimony of lee T Pen-
nington, Feovruary 23, 1974

: Executive Session Testimony of {Person-
ne! Security Officer No. 1,) February 26, 1974
at 11-14, 15, 17-18; Executive Session Tasti-
mcny of (Assistant Deputy Director of Per-
sorinel Security), March 2, 1974 (transcrip-
tion not presently available.)

hereinafter referred to as Chief, SBecurity Re-
senrch Staff}, by whaom Pennington was re-
trined at 8250 per month untll December of
18735 In January of thix year (Dirsctor of
Security), ordered that the Pennington ma-
terials be removed from the OIA Watergate
fles wher those files were about to be re.
viewed by the CIA's Inspector General’s office
in ronnection with the CIA furnishing thls
and other Congressiopal committees certsin
informmation on the taping cepacity at the
CIA* Cur information |s that, since the
revelntion of the Penningttn matter in Feh-
ruary of this yemr, (Direclor of Security's)
early retirement bas been “acoepled.”®

1t seems that the Pannington matter was
extremely sensitive pot oniy because of the
above-mentioned facts. but because Pen-
nington may have bheen a “domestic agent,”
posstbly in violation of the CIA's charters
The Agency has advised that the Becurity
Research Stafl was sbolished in August of
1973

All of the above {nformation was produced
by the CIA only ss a resuit of the position
taken by n staff emplovee of the Personnel
Security Divislon, {Personael Becurity Of-
fice #]. Because of the Ssnator’s and the
staff's request for documentation and in-
formation relating to the dastruction of CIA
wpes and other matters, Doputy Legislative
Counsel pr a statement for Director
Colby's signature on Pebruary 19, 1974, In it
was tne blanket mssertion that the CIA had
produced all Watergate-reiated informeation
for this Committee a8 well ns its Congres-
slonal oversight committees® Bacaune he was
nware of many of the above facts, {Person-
uel Security Officer £1) made it clear that
he could not and would not subscribe to
such a statemnentr (Personnel Security Of-

1 Executive Sessfon Testimony of (Chief,
Security Research Stafl) February 24, 1974, at
15-28; Executive Session Testimony of Lee
K. Pennington, supra note 1, at 28, (Note:
The Chie!, Becurity Research Staff, was the
recipient of certain of the McCord letters.)

1 Executive Session Testimony of (Person-
nel Security OfMicer No. 1}, supra note 2 at
46-49, 50-51, 52-54, §7-50. 60-T2.

5 The CIA, through its legislative liaison,
has informed this Committes that (Director
of Security) “retired” on or about Febru-
ary 28, 1974, shortly after his Executive Ses-
sion Testimony befors this Oommittes on
Pabruary 28, 1974,

% Yee Exscutive BSession Testimony of
{Chief, Security Resesrch Stall), supra note
3, at 25-28, 30; Executive Session Testimony
of Lee R. Pennington, supra note 1, at 4-7,
10, 29. In this regmrd, Volume VIII CIA SBup-
plemental Materials references an apparent
CIA file on & United States citizen, Jack An-
derson (#349601). This reference is contained
in CIA memoyanda in Novermber and Decem-
ber of 1872 which discuss Pennington's pro-
viding his CIA case afficer with a memoran-
dum sliegedly written by McCord about Jack
Anderson and others. It showld be noted that
the C1A file on Mr. Peonington was not pro-
vided to this Commitiee and also apparently
has portions “minssing’” from it, see Action
Required section of this memorandum. in-
fra, at Miscellanecus, No. &.

7 Executive Seassion Testimony of (Dirvector
of Becurity), Pebruary 28, 1874, at 17-18.

*Supplemental CIA Materials, Volume
VIII; see alsp Executive Sesssion Testimony
of (Personnel Security OBicer 1), supra note
2. At 61-43.

¢ Executive Sesxion Testimony of (Person-
nel Security Officer 1), supra note 2, at 48—
52. In his Executive Session Testimony, (Per-
sonnel Security Officer #1: states that, at »
meeiing on January 322, 1974, to discuss
whether the “Pennington matter” ahould be
withheld from or disciosed to the appropriate
authorities and Cobgressional comumitieses, be
informed his supervisary CIA personnel that
(tr. 52):

Approved For ReteasGRIGFIORA L GAGORDA-08FNA9E0100060803ttmber 19, 1974

fcer #1) was 80 concerned that the docu-
mentary evidence of the Pennington infor-
mation would be destroyed by others in the
CIA that he and a co-employee copied the
f2lepant memoragnda and placed them in
thetr respective personal safes.!® This matier
was subsequently brought to the Inspector
General's attention and the (Director of Se-
gurity’s) memorandum of February 22 was
drafted and made avallable to this Commit-
tee, the oversight committees, and the special
Prosector’s office 1t

Our Investigation in this area also pro-
duced the fact that, contrary to previous
CIA assertions, the CIA conducted a vigorous
Mi-house investigation of the Watergate
matter, starting almost immediately after
the break-in 1 4s one member of the Seour-
iy Research Staff stated they were in a state
af “panic.”” 1* In November and December of

1973, (Executive Officer to Director of Secur-
ity) was speclally assigned to then Execu-
tWive Director/Comptroller Colby to conduct
4 very secretive Investigation of several
Watergate-related matters. (Ezecutive Of-
Acer to Director of Security) was instructed
to keep no copies of his findings and to make
no records. He did his own typing and uti-
Hzed no secretaries.’

. Less clear than the aforementloned efforts
tv suppress the Pennington information, is
an understanding of Pennlngton's actual
role or non-role in the destruction of docu-

ents at the McCord home shortly after the

Matergate break-in. Pennington has testified
that he did not go to the McCord home for
the purpose of searching for or destroying
ClA-reinted documents, but does acknowl-
edge witnessing the destruction of docu-
ments by Mrs. McCord and others.> It is
dear from the testimony of others '¢ that the
QIA recelved information, evidently from
Pennington, indicating more active partici-
pation by operative Pennnigton.

: TAPES

In a meeting {n Senator Baker's office
with Director Colby and George Murphy,
following a discussion of the Cushman tape,
Murphy asked Colby if there were other
tapes, and he replied in the afirmative. In
responss to a guestion from Senator Baker,

“Up to this time we have never remove:d,
tampered with, obliterated, destroyed, or
dpne anything to any Watergate documents,
and we can’t be caught 1h that kind of bind
now. We will not do 1t.” (Personnel Security
OmMcer #1) added that he “didn't cross the
Potomae on (his) way to work in the morn-
ipg, and that the Agency could do without
its own L. Patrick Gray” {(tr. 53). Subae-
quently, (Personnel Security Officer #1)
prevalled and the information was made
asatlable to this and other appropriate Con-
gressional Committees.

“30 Executive Bession Testimony of (Person-
nel Becurity Officer #1), supra note 2, at
49, 45-52.

- i See “"Memorandum for Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence,” supra, note 1.

12 Executive 8ession Testimony of (Per-

nnel Security Officer No. 1), supra note 2,
at 1-4: Executive Session Testimony of (Se-
cuirity Rarearch Staff Officer), February 25,
1674, at 5, 31-83, 42, 40.

‘uExecutive Bession Testimony of (8ecu-
rity Research Staff Officer), supra note 12, st

5;

-1 Exscutive Session Testimony of (Execu-
tive Officer to Director of Security), March 3,
1%’?4 {transcription not presently avafi-
able}.

1 Executive Session Testimony of Lee R.
Pennington, suvra note 1.

S Bxecutive Bession Testimony of {Becur-
ity BResearch Stafl Officer), suprag note 12;

- Executive Sesston Testimonv of {Personnel
Security Officer 1}, supra note 2.

. Bxecutive BSession Testimony of {Chief,
Spcurity Research Staff), supra note 3.
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Colby further acknowledged the prior ex-
istence of central taping capability at the
CIA. Senator Baker then requested that rele-
vant tapes be reviewed and delivered to the
Committee, to which- Colby agreed. Shortly
thereafter, Colby confirmed to Senator Baker
recent press accounts that the tapes had
been destroyed. In that same connection it
should be pointed out that the staff had
previously interviewed Victor Marchetti, who
stated upon questioning that he suspected
that there was a cenhtral tdping system at
the CIA. When the staff broached this sub-
jeet with the Agency’s (Deputy Legisative
Counsel) he stated that if there had been
such a system, it was no longer in existence.

Shortly before Director Helms left office, and
approximately one week after Senator Mans-
fleld’s letter requesting that evidentiary ma-
terials be retained, Helms ordered that the
tapes be destroyed.? Although the CIA 18 ap-
parently unable to state with any degree of
precision the date on which the tapes were
actually destroyed, testimony indicates that
it was during the week of January 22, 1973.2
While the CIA claims that the destruction
was not unusual and was one of several
periodic destructions, two facts seem clear.
First, the only other destruction for which
the CIA has any record was on January 21,
1972, when tapes for 1964 and 1066 were de-
stroyed (there are no records of periodic
destruction); ¢ and secondly, nhever before
‘had there been a destruction of all existing
tapess It should be noted that there exists
a8 separate taping system for the Office of
Security.® That system is still operative, and
the O/S tapes presumably are still in ex-
istence. The Agency has advised that it has
reviewed all Office of Security tapes,
watch office tapes, and duty office tapes
to determine the relevancy of same but
has not provided these tapes to the Se-
lect Committee, despite the Committee's re-
quest. The Agency has provided the Com-
mittee with two selected transcripts which
purport to cqnstitute, in the opinion of the
Ageney, the only Watergate related material
contgined on any tapes.

The January, 1973, destruction pertained
only to recordings of room conversations,
However, on Helms’ instruction, hig secretary
destroyed his transcriptions of both tele-
phone and room conversations.” The evidence

1Letter from Senator Mansfleld to DCI
Helms, dated January 18, 1873.

2 Executive Session Testimony of (Director
Helms' Secretary), February 8, 1974, at 14.
See also CIA memorandum, for Director of
Security, dated January 31, 1974, at 3. She
states that she fold the techniclans to de-
stroy only Helm’s tapes and not all of the
tapes (Executive Session Testirnony at 34-
86). However, there seems to have been no
doubt In the minds of the technicians that
they were to destroy all of the tapes on hand,
Executive Session Testimony of (Office of
Security Techniclan #1), February 6, 1974,
at 23, Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Of-
fice of Security Technician #2), Febru-
ary 6, 1974, at b3. '

8 Executive Segsion Testimony of (Office
of Security Techniclan #2), supra note 2,
at 36. See also CIA memorandum for Direc-
tor of Securlty, supra note 2. -

4 Executive Session Testimony of (Office of
Security Technicilan #1), supre note 2 at
10. Executive Session Testimony of (Office
of Security Techniclan #2), supre note 2
‘at 38-37, :

8 Executive Session Testimony of (Office of
Security Techniclan #32), supra note 2 at
20. :

® CTA memorandum for Director of Secu-
rity, supra note 2 at 4. .

7 Executive Session Testimony of (Director
Helm's Secretary, supra note 2 at 14, 17, 19;
Executive Session Testimony of Richard
Helms, March 8, 1974 (transcription not yet
available).
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indicates that amony those telephone tran-
scriptions were conversations with 'he Presi-
dent, Haldeman, FEhrlichman,
White House officials.® Helms and (Director
Helm’s Secretary) have testified that such
conversations weren non-Watergate related.?
Unfortunately, any means of corroboration
is no longer available. We have examined
summaries of logs made =available by the
CIA, but it is impcssible to deterinine who
was taped in many of the room conversations.
In this regard, even the CIA’s analysis does
not provide this vite! information. 'There are
several references t¢ a “Mr. X.” The CIA has
not produced the acfual logs for our exami-
nations. However, we were Inforried that
there are “gaps’” in the logs.

The circumstances surrounding the tran-

scriptions of room und telephone conversg-
tions of former Deputy Director Cushman
are bizarre to say the least. When Cushman
testified before the Watergate Committee
on August 2, 1973, Le presented a transcrip-
tion of the Cushman/Hunt conversation of
July 22, 1971.® We recently discovered that
there exists an original, more compl.ete tran-

scription; that the original transcrirtion con-"—

tained an insignificant but uncomp!imentary
reference to the President; and, that the
original was available to the CIA at the time
of the Committee’s hearings in August of
1973. In fact, the original transcript was not
produced until February of this year, the day
before Senator Baker was to listen to the
Cushman/Hunt tape, per his request.

The Cushman/Hunt conversation and one
other were the only two room tranicriptions
saved by Cushman’s secretary, (presently Di-
rector Colby’s Secretary, hereinafterr referred
to as Cushman/Colby’s Secretary), and his
assistant (Executive Assistant to Deputy Di-

‘rector of CIA, he hcreinafter referred to as

Exec. Asst. to DDCIi, when Cushman’s safe
was cleaned out in December of 19'71.11 They
claimed that they mzade a search for the orig-
inal transcription shortly after the Water-
gate break-in but tkat it was not fcund, and
therefore an abbreviated transcription was
typed.’2 Therefore, we have a search by (Exec.
Asst. to DDCI) shorily after the Watergate
break-in in June of 1972 and another search
in. May of 1973, the original transcript not
having been found until May of 1873.

In February of this year (Deputy Legisla-

tive Counsel) hand-delivered to Senator

Baker a very significant documenn. It was
the transcription of a portion of the Ehr-
Hchman/Cushman <elephone conversation.
(Deputy Legislative Counsel) stated It had
heen_recently discovered by (Exec. Asst. to
DDCI).»® It was discovered during (Ezec.
Asst. to DDCI's) third search for Watergate-
related materials, and it was located in the
same file as the Cusivman/Hunt transcript.i

The document is especlally significant in
that it quotes Ehrlichman as saylng that
Hunt was working for the President and
that the CIA was to give Hunt “carte
blanche.” This, of course, substantiates the
CIA's claim that Ebriichman made the orig-

8 Executive Session Testimony of (Director
Helm’s Secretary), supre note 2 at 232.

° Executive Sessior: Testimony of Helms,
supra note 7; Executive Sesslon Testimony of
{Director Helm's Secretary), supre note 2 at
28.
o Public Testimony of General Fobert E.
Cushman at 3291.

1 Executive Sessiors Testimony o (Cush- -

man/Colby B8ecretary), February 21, 1974.

121Id. at 64; see alsc memorandum of (Exec.
Asst, to DDCI), July 23, 1973, Supp.emental
CIA Mterials, Volume IV,

13 See Ehrlichman/Cushman tape transcrip-
tion, CIA memorandum “For All Employees”
dated January 31, 1§74, at Tab B.

1+ Affiidavit of (Exec. Asst, to DDCI )}, Febru-
ary b, 1974, and Executive Session Testimony
of (Exec. Asst. to DDCI), March 6, 1974
(transcription not yet available).

and other -
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inal call with regard to the CIA's assistance
to Hunt. Surprisingly, we learned that
(Cushman/Colby Secretary), although she
says she was told that Mr. Cushman did not
have his calls monitored, did, in fact, monitor
certain of his calls anyway, especially with
people at the White House, without Cush-
man’s knowledge!s The Cushman/Ehrlich-
man transcript was a result of the short-
hand notes she took of a monitored call.

There are two interesting aspects to this
transcription. First, only the Ehrlichman
portion of the conversation was transcribed,
contrary to normal practice;” and secondly,

. Cushman does not recall any reference to

the President or to ‘“carte bhlanche.” s
HUNT—TSD SUPPORT—ELLSBERG PROFILE

The Committee has received much testi-
mony over the past several months detailing
the extensive support of Howard Hunt by

- CIA personnel with CIA materials and the

CIA’s role In the preparation of the psycho-
logical profiles of Danlel Ellsberg. Howard
Hunt was involved in a wide variety of domes-
tic undertakings with the use of CIA equip-
‘ment and the assistance of CIA personnel,
e.g., the burglarles of Dr. Fielding's office and
the DNC, the preparation of psychological
profiles on Daniel Ellsberg and the investiga-
tion of the Chappaquidick incident. In light
of the facts and circumstances developed
through the documents and conflicting tes-
timony of ClA personmel adduced by this
Committee, which are summarized below, the
question arises as to whether the CIA had
advance knowledge of the Fielding break-in.
The Fielding burglary was not made public
until’ May of 1973.

While the CIA has previously belatedly ac-
knowledged some of the technical support it
provided to Hunt and Liddy prior to the
Fielding break-in, the CIA has continually
downplayed the extent of that technical sup-
port as well as the specific approval and de-
talled knowledge of such support by high
level CIA officials.! The scenario of events
culminating in the Fielding break-in caused
a wealth of confileting testimony among CIA.
officials as referred to herelnafter.

The CIA’s assistance to Hunt began on July
22, 1871, when Hunt met with General Cush-
man, then Deputy Director of the CIA, in -
Ciushman’s office to request physical dis-
guise and phony identification to effect a
“one time operation, and out.” 2 'This meet-
ing was tape recorded by Cushman. There-
after, pursuant to the specific approval of
both Cushman and then Director of the CIA
Richard Helms, a member of the CIA’S Tech-
nical Services Division was assigned to pro-
vide Hunt with the assistance and materials
he requested.? During the next thirty days,
the CIA technical staffi met with Hunt on_,
four separate occasions. Most meetings were
held at CIA *‘safe houses” (dwellings owned

1s Executive Session Testimony of (Cush-
man/Colby Secretary), supra note 11 at 12—
13.
18 Id, at 17, 18,

17 Id, at 80-81.

_ ¥ Executive Session Testimony of General
Robert E. Cushman, March 7, 1974 (tran-
scription not yet available).

1 See afidavits of Cushman (Exec, Asst. of
DDCI), and (Deputy Chief, TSD), Original
CIA Materisls, Volume II, Tab D.

2 Partial tape transcript of July 22 meeting,
Original CTA Materials, Volume II, Tab K, at
1; see also Cushman/'s affidavit, id., and com-
plete unabridged tape transcript of July 22
meeting, CIA Supplemental Materlals, Vol-
ume II, Tab 4.

3 See Executive Session Testimony of Gen-
eral Robert E. Cushman, March 7, 1974, at 10,
12; contra, Executive Session Testimony of
Richard Helms, March 8, 1974, and Testi-
mony of Richard Helms before the Senate
Committee on Appropriations, May 16, 1973,
at 105-196.
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or isased by the CIA for clandestine moet-
ings) 4 At those meetings Hunt was provided
witr the CIA equipment and assistance -
seribed in earifer Committee testimony, 8.,
a wig, volce aiteratiol: devices, heel 1. %o
cause a limp’ fake glasses phony drivers
licenses and icentifieation cards, & Uher 6300
tape recorder «isguished In a typewriter cese,
a camers hidden in a tobacco pouch, prelim-
ina:ry steps toward a phony New York usle-
phone answering devics, and the develop'ng
of the film of Hunt and Liddy's reconlais-
sance trip to Los Angeles to “case” Dr. Ploid-
ing's ofice ® This assistance was abruptly ter.
minated on August 27, 1871-—one week belore
the Fielding burgiary of September 3, 16717

Recent testimony and documents have de-
velcped several matters of considerable im-
por: with regard to the assistance proviced
Hunt and Liddy. The technician who dalt
with Hunt has testified that he receivad np-
proval for each and every request of Hunt
from his supsrvisory oficlals at the CIA* He
alsc testified that, contrary to earlier and
other CIA testimony, Hunt informed him
early in August thai he would be introdue-
ing a second man (Liddy) to the technician
for the provision of disguise and false iden-
tification.?  CIA officlals leretofore nad
elaimed that Hunt introduced lLiddy unen-
notnced late In August and that this lnsro-
duction head been one of the lending oauses
for the CIA’s ultimate termination of its
support for Hunt.*

Testimony and documents have also re-
veaiad, agaln contrary to the testimony of
high CIA officials, that Hunt's request fcr a
New York “backstopped” telephone {(a tesie-
phorne with o New York numher which would
In reality be answered by a Washington (TA
switchboard: answering service was well on
its way tc compietion A detalled memo-
randum of the T8D technician, dated Augst
27, 1971, reveals that the backatopped tele-
phone request was about to be imple-
mented® This memorandum includes the
actual relay number to be called. Previcus
CIA testimony had rlways been to the efact
that this telephone request was so unres-
sonable that it was immediately disapproved

¢ See Executive Sesslon Testimony ol (T3D
Techniclan # 1), February 5 and 8, 1674, at
8-35 (February 5 tr.), and Exhibit 1 to that
testimony (notes of (TED Techniclan X1}
compiied contemporaneously with the sup-
por: of Hunt} also found in CIA Supple-
mental Materiale, Volums VII, Tab B.

s Stafl interview with Howard Hunt, Pebru-
ary 4, 1974,

® Public Testimony of Richard Helms and
General Robert E. Cushman, August 2, 1973;
affidavits of (TSD Techniciar. #1, TSD Tech-
nictan #2, Deputy Chief, T8D, and Exec.
Ass:. to DDCI), Original CIA Materials, Vol-
ume II, Tab D.

7 1d.

s Executlve Session Testimony of (T3D
Technlclan #1), supra note 4 at 10 (Pebrunary
8 tr.), at 87 (February § tr..

*1d. at 8587 (February 5 tr.}; see aiso
not:s referred to in note &, supra.

» Afdavits of (Bxec. Asst. o DDCI), (Dep-
uty Chief, TSD), Cushman supra note 1.
memoranda (of Exec. Asst. 20 DDCI) deted
August 23, 36, and 30, Originni CIA Materinls,
Volume II, Tab K: compare Executive Ses-
sion. Testimony of (TSD Technician #1),
supra note 4 at 55-56 (February 5 &r.; with
Exscutive Beasion Testimony of (Deputy
Chief, TSD), February 5, 1974, at 4.

it gxecutive Session Testimony of (TSD
Technician #i), supra note 4 st 8-10, 12
(Pebruary 83, and Exhibit 1 to (TS8D Tech-
niclan £1)'s testimony at 6, which detsnils
the steps taken by the CIA to implement
Hunt's request.

Brd.

end thaet it was pleso 8 lepding cause of the
ultimate termination of Hunt’s support.»

Recent testimony alec established that the
CIA created a flle on Hunt's activities en-
titied the “Mr Edward' file. This file- waa
maintained outside the normal CIA Aling
system, and this Copimittee’'s requests to
ehtain this file have 19t been ted, de-
spite the fact that testimony has established
that this file was turned over to Director
Colby afier the Watergate break-in.» More-
over, recent testitnony alse indicates that o
“higot 18t (CIA term for treatment of espe-
cially sensitive case restricting sccess to a
limited nuraber of persons) was created for
Hunt's activities.

Testunony has indicated that the Glm de-
veloped for Bunt and ldddy was, in fact, of
Dr, Pelding's office.™ Not only was the Alm
developed, however, but it was reviewed by
CIA supervisory officlals before it was re-
tirned to Hunt’ One CTIA oficial who re-
viewed the film admitied that he found the
photographs  “intriguing” and recognized
them 0 be of “southern California.” @ He
then ordered one of the photographs to be
blown up. The blow-up revealed Dr. Field-
ing's name in the parking lot next to his
oflce.” Another CIA official has testified that
he speculated that they wers “casing” photo-
graphs.® Recent testiraony has shown that
the GCIA officiali who reviewed these photo-
graphs immediately reported their content to
Cushman and his asstsiant in the ofice of the
Deputy Director of the ClA" With a degres
of incredulity, however, he danies telling his
tuperiors that he blew up one of the photo-
graphs and that {t revasled the name of Dr.
Felding.® Moreover. both Cashuman and his

s See afMdavits of (Fxec. Asst, to DDCI).
{Deputy Chief, TSD), Cushman, and memo-
rands of {(Exec. Asst. ‘o DDCI), supra note
10; Executive Session Testimony of Cush-
man, March 7, 1974, at 10-321, Moreover,
Executive Session Testimony of Richard
Helms, supra note 3, indicates that it was
Hunt’'s request for a sccretary which caused
him to order the cut-off of support. This
request, however, eccurred on August 18 and
was denled the same o next day, se¢ Execu-
tive Session Testimony of (Exec. Asst. to
DDCY}. Marck 8. 1974 (trandcription not
presently available), contre, testimony of
Richard Helms before the Senate Commititee
on Appropriations, supra note 3, at 187,

s Executive Session Testimony of (Deputy
Chiel, TED), Februsry b, 1874, at 14-15; Ex-
ecutive Session Testimony cof (Chief, TBD),
Februsry 5, 1974, at 20 -30.

1 Executive Sesslon Testimony of (TSD
Technician #1). supra note 4, at 3-4 (Feb-
ruary 6 tr.)

1 Executive Session Testimony of (Brecu-
tive Officer to Director of Security), March
3, 1974 {transcription not presantly avai-
able}: Staff interview of Howard Hunt, supra
note 5 {whereln Hunt indicates that the film
the CIA developed Included shots of a “close-
up of (Plelding's office) door, a close-up of
the directory of (Fielding’s; bullding. photo-
£raphs of the ingress and egress of the park-
Ing ot . . " as well as shots of the inslide of
Fielding's ofice, inciuding the top of Field-
ing's desk.

7 Executive Sesston Testimony of (TSD
Techoical #1). supra note 4 at 30-34, 52-53
(Pebruary 3§ tr): Executive Session Testi-
mony of {Deputy Chiel, TBD), supre note 14
st 43-47.

1 Executive Session Testimony of (Deputy
Chief, TBD), supra note 4 at 44.

# Id. at 45-46,

®» Executive 3ession Testimony of (Chief,
TSD), February 5, 1974, at 10-20.

n Executive Session Teatimony of (Deputy
Chief, TSD}, supra no'e 14 at 47-48.

=2 Id.
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aspistant denied ever having been told abous
the content «f the photographs by (Deputy

ief, TSD) or anyone else™ In any event.
recent restimony shows that it was only after
thiese photographs were developed and ex-
amined that the CIA technician dealing with
Hunt was ofdered to cut off all support fo:
Hunt,» This deciston was made by the Deputy
DRector of the CIA (Cushman) and/or the

ctor of the CIA (Helms).®

Finally, while previous public CIA testi-
mbny claimed that the CIA “had no contact
whateoover with Mr. Hunt subseguent to 8:
Aggust, 1971, *® recent testimony and secre:
documents indicate that Hunt had extensive
contact with the CIA after that date. Not
only did Hunt play a large roie in the CIA's
development of psychological profiles on Dan-
fel Elisberg (pot completed until Novembe:
of: 1871}, but he actually contacted the CIA™
External Employment Assistance Branch
(REAB) and approached active CIA person-
ndl regrading several cperations, including,

., Hunt's requests to the CIA for person(s)

illed in lockpicking, electronic sweeping,

enwy operations.s”

It is significant that during the same pe-
rigd as the ongoing support of Hunt by the
CIA, August of 1971, the CIA was also com-
piling a psychological profile on Daniel Ells-

. Recant testimony has revealed ' tha®
gglrlzt was deeply involved In that prboject as

h Exectitive Seasion Testimony of (eneral
Rabert E. Cushman, March 7, 1974, at 2228
Executive Seasion Testlmony of (Exec. Asst.
% DDCI). March 6, 1974 (transcription no:
presently availabie).

 Executive Bession Testimony of (TSD
Technical #1), supra note 4, at 59-60, and
Exnhtbit 1 to that testimony.

£ Executive Sesston Testimony of Generat
Robert BE. Cushman, March 7, 1874, at 21-23,
16-20; B-ecutive Sassion Test'mony of Rich-
arti Helms, March 8, 1974, contra (transcrip-
ti9n not presently available).

= Lieutenant General Vernon A. Walters
Memorandum for Record, July 28, 1972, Origl-
na CXA Materials, Volume I, Tab 8.

¥ Contacts after August 31, 1874, indicated
in; the Becrst Supplemental CIA Materials,
inglude the following:

18) Hunt was referred to {Former CIA em-
ployee) by (Chlef, EEAB) of the CIA's EEAB,
(Chief, EEAB) retired on June 8, 1972) when
Hunt requested a ‘“retired lockpicker” and
enyLry marn in the time period of March-May,
1972. CIA Supplemental Materials, Volume I,
Tad &, Memorandum of June 1B, 1978.

{b) Hunt, in late 1971, requested some
* ‘security types’ to check physical security
ant monltor telephones in Las Vegas™ in
cohnection with Hunt's work on the Hughes
acoount with Mullen and Company. Hun-
was referred by (Chief, EEAB) o an (Agency
proprietary (pame deleted at Agency request;
(GIA Supplemental Materials, Volume I, Tab
4.}

1¢} Hunt contacted (deleted at Agency re-
quest) {(an active CIA employee until No-
veinber 10, 1672) sometime in late 1971 re-
garding s weekend entry operation.

{d) Hunt contacted CIA employee (deleted
at: Agency request) in October of 1871 con-
cerning certain Indo-China War documents
{Original CIA Materials, Volume II, Tab D).

t6} On Decetnber 8, 1971, Hunt reguested
and received a CIA computer name trace. by
CIA emplnyees, on & person who had allegedly
formed the (deleted name of Latin American
country at Agency request) Natlonal Inde-
pendent Farty in December of 1971 (Original
CIA Materials, Volume II, Tab D).

i) The CIA acknowledges that the Deputy
Director of Plans of the CIA did meet with
Hunt on October 15, 1971 to discuss Mullen
sarid Company problems.
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The preparation of this profile was specifi=
cally approved by then Director Helms in late
July of 1971.2 The actual compiling of the
profile was done by the CIA’s medical serv-
ices staff and, in particular, its chief
psychiatrist.® Testimony has Indicated that
a meeting was held on August 12, 1871, in
which both Howard Hunt and Gordon Liddy

participated. They told the CIA psychlatrist -

" that Ellsberg had been undergsing psychi-
atric analysis. Hunt and Liddy discussed
with him their desire to “iry Ellsberg In
public,” render him “the object of Pity
a3 & broken man,” and be able to refer to
Eilsberg's “Oedipal complex.” ® At the close
of the meeting, Hunt asked the psychiatrist
not to reveal his presence in the projfile dis-
cussions to anyone at the CIA, stating that
he already had been in contact with General
Cushman and was on good terms with Direc-
tor Helms. The psychiatrist has testified
recently that he was exiremely concerned
about Hunt’s presence and remarks. He so
reported this to his CIA superiors, both in
memoranda and in & meeting on’ August
20, 1971. Access to the memoranda of both
the psychiatrist and his superiors has been
refused to this Commitiee

The CIA psychiatrist also was given the
namé of Dr. Fielding as Ellsberg's psychi-
atrist and numerous FBI reports of inter-
views with Ellsberg’s assoclates, as well as
8 memorandum of a reported telephone con-
versation  between Ellsberg “and another
party.® and recent testimony has revealed
that it was reported back to the psychi-
atrist that Director Helms was advised of
his concerns regarding Hunt’s participation
and comments® While Director Helms has

denied that he was ever fold that Hunt was

involved in the CIA’s Ellsberg profile proj-
ect,® it 1s not without significance that the
time period during which the CIA psychi-
atrist was briefing his superiors of his con-
cerns regarding Hunt was ¢lrca August 20,
1871—a week prior to the developing of
Hunt's film of “intriguing” photographs of
medical offices in southern California which
impressed at least one CIA offictal as “cas-
ing” photographs.

‘With the aforementioned background we
are reminded that when the second profile
.on Ellsberg was completed (completion was
delayed until November of 1971), Director
Hel;ns took pa.lns to inform the White House
tha

“I do wish to underline the point that
our involvement in this matter should not
be revealed in any context, fornial or in-
formal” (emphasis added) .

, In his recent testimony befor: this Com-
mittee, Director Helms stated that the above
quoted language represented his concern
only for the professional reputations of the
CIA psychia.trlsts and not any concern over

= Affidavit of (Deputy Director of Support
hereafter referred to as the DDS) and (Direc-
tor of Medical Services Staff, herelnafter re-
ferred to as the DMSS) and (Chief of Psychi-
atric Staff on Medical Services Staff, here-
Inafter referred to as Chief Paychiatrist),
. Original CIA Materials, Volume I, Tab U;

Volume II, Tab D.
LY (:

8 Exexcutive Session Testlmony of (Chiet
Psychiatrist), March 6, 1974 (transcription
not presently available).

+ 8L1d., see also Colby letter refusing access,
infrae,

8 Id

3 Id,

' ®.Executive Session Testlmony of Richard
Helms, supra note 3; Testimony of Richard
Helms before the Senate Armed Services
Committee, May 17, 1973, at 17.

%5 See Executive Sesslon Testimony of
(Chlief, TSD), supra note 20. _

. #Memorandum  from Richard Helms to
David Young, November 9, 1971, Original CIA
‘Materials, Volume IT, Tab. J.

the possible illegallly of the profile® It
should be noted, however, that in 3 memo-
randum from the psychiatrists’ CIA super-
visor to Helms in November of 1971, which
accompanied the completed profile, their
concern Is expressed as follows:

“(DMSS) and (Chlef Psychiatrlst)
confirmed that their worries did not . . .
involve professional ethics or credibility. In-
stead, they are concsrned lest the Agency’s
involvement . . . beccune known and particu~-
larly that it might come to light during any
proceeding. * * * We will be gulded by
your determination after you have had an
opportunity to read tie new paper.” (Empha-
sis supplied.)®

The facts and circiunstances related above,
as-derived from the recently curtailed in-
vestigation of this Commitiee, would appear
to raise many unanswered questions as to
the involvement of the CIA In mat:ers out-
side 1ts legislative parameters.

HUNT-~M sRTINBZ-—CIA

Director Helms, upon being questioned
about Martinez, has consistently testified to
little more than the fact that Eugenlio Mar-

- tinez was on a $100 per month retalner with

the CIA as an informant on Cubaus of in-
terest to the Agency ! Our investigation has
revealed relevant information concérning
Martinez’ CIA relationship, as set out below,
not previously brougit forward in testimony
by CIA officials.

Because of Hunt's close relationsaip with
Martinez at a time when Martinez was a paid
CIA operative, the basic question arises as to
whether the CIA waz aware of Hunt’s ac-
tivities early in 1972 when he was recruiting
Cubans to assist in the Watergate break-in.

Prior to assuming = retainer status in the
summer of 1971, Mariinez had been a full-
salaried operative invalved in Agency [deleted
at Agency request] endeavors.? In November
of 1971, a month afrer his participation in
the Fielding. break-in, Martinez mentioned
his contact with Hunt in an allegedly in-
nocucus fashion to his case officer and the
Miami Chief of Station.? There is also evi-
dence that Martinez had mention:d Hunt
even earlier $o his case officer.t In March of
1972, Martinez advised the Miami Chief of
Station that Hunt was employed by tire White
House and asked the Chief of Station if he
was sure that he hod been apprised of all
Agency activities in the Miami area’ This

concerned the Chief of Station who sent a .

letter to CIA headquarters requesting infor-
mation on Hunt's White House status?® On

# Executive Sessior: Testimony of Richard
Helms, suprd note 3.

% Memorandum from (DDS), CIA Deputy
Director of Support, to Richard Helms, Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, November 9,
1871, Original CIA M=:terlals. Volume II, Tab.
J

1 8enate Forelgn Relations Committee Re-
port of Richard Helms Testimony, Febru-
ary 7, 1973, at 24, §0; Senate Sele:zt Com-
mittee Transcript of Richard Helms, Testi-
n;t;:;y, August 2, 1973, at 6733-8734, 6814
6 .

2 Executive Session Testimony of (Miami
Chief of Station, herelnafter COS), Febru-
ary 7, 1974, at 5-9.

3(Martinez’ Case Officer (1971-197%), here-
inafter referred tc as Case Officer #.) Mem-
orandum for the Record (excerpt), Novem-
ber 19, 1871, Agent (Martinez’ Code Name),
found at Tab 1, CIA Zupplemental Materials,
Volume II; Executive Sesslon Testimony
of (COS8) supra note 2, at 14-18.

¢(Case Officer #1) Memonmdu.m for the
Record (excerpt), supra note 3; Executive
Session Testimony of (COS), supra note 2,
at 13.

5 Executive Sesslons Testimony of (COS),
supra note 2, at 23-27

oId, at 25-27; Ses (COS8) Memorandum
for Chief, (deleted at Agency request),
March 17, 1872, Subject; Miscellancous In-
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March 27, 1972, the Chief of Station received
a cryptic response at the direction of the
Assistant Deputy Director of Plans advising
the Chief of Station not to concern himself
with the travels of Hunt in Miami, that Hunt
was on domestic White House business of an
unknown nature and that the Chief of Sta-
tion should ‘“‘cool it.”” 7 (It should be remem-
bered that this was after the Agency pro-
vided Hunt with TSD support in July and
August of 1971. It is not explained why Hunt,
who had “used” the CIA, was not of more
interest to the Agency, especially when he was
contacting a current operative, Martinez.)

‘The tone of this letter infuriated the Chief

of Station and left bim uneasy about the
matter® Accordingly, the Chief of Station re~
quested that Martinez prepare tn Spanish a
report on the Hunt information provided the
Chief of Station in March.? Martinez com-
plled a “cover story’ i® on April 5, 1972, after
being told by his case officer not to put any-
thing In the report which might come back
to haunt him.1* The Spanish report, which
did not contain any of the alarming in-
nuendos suggested earlier by Martinez, was
maintained in the Chief of Station’s file until
after the Watergate break-in 2

It is known that Martinez had two cage
officers during 1971 and 1972. There is con-
flicting evidence concerning the precise date
of the spring, 1972 case officer change-over.t
It 1s known that Martinez met with his last
case officer on June 6, 1972, and at that time
had at least two reporting requirements, 1.e.,
maritime operation information and infor-
mation pertaining to possible demonstra-

tions at the Miami conventions contrary ~

to earlier testimony by CIA officlals.’s The
Agency has not afforded this Committee an
unabridged examination of the case officer
contact reports, despite requests for same.

The Agency has advised that Martinez’
first case officer was on an “African safari”
throughout June of 1972¢ The second case

formation from (Martinez’ Code Name),
found at Tab 1, CIA Supplemental Materials,
Volume II; (COS) (sensitive) letter, March
17, 1972, found at Tabe 1, CIA Supplemental
Materials, Volume II.

7Executive Session Testimony of (COS),
supra note 2, at 31-34; (Chief, Cuban Op-
erations Branch, Western Hemisphere Divi-
slon, hereinafter referred to as Chief, COB)
letter to (COS), March 27, 1872, found at Tab
1, CIA Supplemental Materials, Volume II.

8 Executive Session Testimony of (COS),
supra note 2, at 32, 80.

°Id. at 33-34, 38-40; (Case Officer #1)
Cable (deleted at Agency request), Decem-
ber 15, 1973, found at Tab 2, CIA Supple-
mental Materials, Volume II; Executive Ses-
sion Testimony of Eugenio Martinez, De-
cember 10, 1973, at 45-47.

10 Executive Sesslon Testimony of (COS), .
supra note 2, at 91; see Executive Session
Testimony of Eugenio Martinez, supre note
9,at 11. .

1 Executive Session Testimony of Eugenlo
Martinez, supra note 9, at 53, 68-59. (Case
‘Officer #1) Cable (deleted at Agency re-
quest), supra note 9.

12 Executive Session Testimony of (COS),
Spanish Report and Translated Spanish Re-
port, found at Tab 1, CIA Supplemental
Materials, Volume I (attention to discrep-
ancles).

13 Tab 2, CTA Supplemental Materials, Vol~
ume VIT (indicating April 14, 1972 change-

T over); Tab 10, Original CTA Materials, Volume

IIT (indicating a March, 1972 change-over);
Executive Session Testimony of (COS8), supra
note 2, at 36 (indicating April 23-30, 1972
change-over).

1 Executive Session Testimony of - (Case
Officer #2), February 4, 1974, at 25-26, 41-42.

15 Supra note 1.

16 CTA Deputy Legislative Counsel showed
this staff a printed itinerary for the first case
officer which contained the referenced entry.
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officer has testified that the former cose of-
ficer was in Miami on June 19, :972Y The
first case officer has been transferred to (in-
dochina) and was not made availuble for in-
terview by our Committee. The second case
officer gtated In his intervicw that Le was
rushed to CIA headquarters the week follow-
ing Watergate and told that he would be re-
quired to stay there, until September for
reason related o his involvement with
Martinez.”” This case officer rematns assigoed
to CIA headguarters.

On the morning of June 18, 1973, the Ml1-
ami Chief of Stetion dispatched a cable to
CIA headquarters regarding the actlvities
of Martinez but deliberately omitting Mar-
HWnez’ prior reference (0 Hunt's activities®™
On June 19, 1872, the Chief of Station re-
ceived correspondence from CIA headguar~
ters advising him to keep in better touch
with his operatives in Miam!* This prompled
the Chief of Station to forward a copy of the
Martinez report in 0 heatdquar-
wers.® The Chief of Station was confounded
a8 to why he was not told to terminate the
Martinez relationship if the CIA headquar-
vers ted the involvernent of Hunt in
polltical activities® He later brought this
matter up with the Assistant Deputy IN-
rector of Plans, who told him that the Agercy
was uneasy about Hunt's activities for the
‘White House in “March or May" of 1974
'The Assistant Deputy Director of Flans testi-
fled that he assumed in March of 1872 toat
Hunt was involved in partisan political work
for the White House and that this assump-
tion formed the basis for his guidance %0 the
Miam! Chief of Station at that time> He
further testified that the AMiami Chief of
Btation wanted to check on Hunt's activitiss
domestically,™ an allegation denied by the
Chief of Station® and not reflected in nay
of the CIA correspondence made avejlahle
to us,

Despite conflicting evidence from the FBI
and the CIA™ it Is known that the Agenoy
received information on June 19, 1972, from
&n operative that Martinez' vehicle was at
the Miami airport and contained compromis-
ing documents® The Agency contacted the
PBI with this information on June 2i, 1872.%
Our staff has yet to recelve o satisfactory ex-
planation regarding the aforementioned tirne
1sg nnd an accounting of Agency actions dur-
ing ihe interim.

Legislative Couunsel has not made that ftin.
erary & part of the supplemental materinls
furrished the staff.

17 Executive Session Testiraony of (Case
Officer #2), supra note 14, at 73.

15 1d. at 49-50,

1 1d. at 36-37, 78.

* {Chief, Western Bemilsphere Division)
"Desr Friend™” letter June 20, 1972, found at
Tab 2, CIA SBupplemental Materials, Volume
II.

= (COB) “Dear Priend” letter, June 20,
1672, found at Tab 2, CIA SBupplemental
Materials, Volume II; Executive Session Tes-
timony of {COS), supra note 2, at 73-75.

2 Executive Session Testimony of (CO#),
supra note 2, at 80-82.

=n1d. at 82-83.

= Executive Session Testimony of ADIP,
February 28, 1974, transcript not presently
avaiiable.

»id.

® Bxecutive Session Testimony of COB,
supra note 2, at 84.

# Id. at 62-45; Report of Interview of Agent
Robert L. Wilson, dated January 11, 1974, a5 4,
A comparison reveals a discrepancy as to
raanner in which PBI was notified and raises
cuestions concerning what the FBI found,

= Executive Session Testlinony of COB,
supra note 2, at 58-80; Executive Session Tese
timony of Case Officer #2, supra note 14, at
15-17.

™ Report of Interview of Agent Robert T
Wilscn, supre note 27, at 3.

ACTION BREQUIRKD

‘The following 18 a breakdown by area of
interest of action desfrable to complete the
Watergate-related CIA Investigation com-
menced by this staff.

Martinez relationship

1. Interviews .

(st Chief, Westcrn Herusphere Division
(1971-April, 1973).

{b} Chiel. Western Hemlisphere Division
tAprii, 1872-1873).

iey Chief, Cuban Operaticns Branch,
Western Hemigphere Division (1971-1872) .

d] Martinez' case officer {(1871-March,
April 19732}, Prior effuris Lo interview this
tadividual have been frustrated by virtue of
his present assignment fn (Indochina}).

te) Executive Asistant to the ADDP {1871~
10733.

ify Executive Assistant to the DDP (1871~
1973).

The aforegoing Interviews are neceassary
iz order t¢ determine the extent of the
ClA's knowledge of Bunt's activities,

{g) Chief Mism! Office of Becurity (June,
1972},
thy Miami Chief of Station's informant with
regard to Martinez' car.

(1} Above Informant's scurce with regard
2 Martinez' car.

These interviews are necetsery to explaln
the time lag in giving notloe to the FBI;
to tdentify CIA esctions (particularly 'the
Miami Office of Sccurity) regarding this
tiformation; and to determine the scope of
information received by the Agency and
transmitted to the FBI

2. Documents:

{n) AIl Martine; case officer contact re-
ports (1971-July, 1972). We nave repeatedily
raquested access t¢ unabridged reports, bLut
the Agency has made avallable only an
abridged version of early reports. Access is
necessary to determine the seope of Martinez'
ralationship in the relevant time frame and
whether he provided saay Watergate-related
information to his casa officer.

(b} Al CIA correspondence re: Msrtineg
car {cables, ete. ). This tuforisation, although
not previously requestad per se, is critical
9 the documentation of Agency action on
tals 1ssue and to resolva conflicting evidence
supplied by the FBI

{e) All reports or mamoranda relating to
the debriefing of Martinez' last case officer
upon bis return to Weshington, D.C,, after
the Watergate bresk-in. This information
nas been previously requested but not pro-
vided 1o this staff.

Mullen and Co. relationship

1. Interviews:

{#) Mullen and Colapany secretaries {1971~
1972). This is needed to conflrm or deny
suspicions relevant to the indicated Agency/
Bennett/Hughes link.

{(b) Far east cover (June 1973).

{c) European cover.

The aforegoing interviews ure necessary to
A meaningrul undemstanding of the “WH
flap” and to gauge any relationship of same
w the Watergate breakt-in.

{d) Chief. Ceniral Covar Stafy (1871-1872).
This interview is necesssry to slarify the “WH
flap”™ and to ascertaln the Agency's response
0 the Bennett informssion contained in the
sumrmer, 1872 momorands.

2. Documents

Any and all reports of contacts between
{3fulien snd Company Cass Officer} and
Mullen, Bennett, Hunt and anyone eiss at
Mullen and Company from April 80, 1970 to
January 1, 1874, including bus not Iimited to
ioge, records, or memoranda reflecting such
cotact or the content of thet contact This
information was reguested during the Pebe
ruary 4. 197¢ Executive Session of (Mullen
and Company Cnse Offizer) along with data
reflecting changes in the procedure for maine
telning and‘or making reposts of contac:s
oiiside tho Agency.
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T5D support of Hunt

1. Interviews:

(a)} (TSD Technician #3)—TSD technica:
who developed the photographs for Hunt anc
bl¢w up a_particular photograph for (Deputy
Chief, TSD). Determination needed as.tc
what was dons with blow-up and whether
it was subsequently used for briefing otbers
at:CIA.

i{b) (TSD Techniclan #2)~—TSD tech-
nitian who purchased the Uher 5000 tape re-
corder and equipped 1t for Hunt’s purposes

{c)y (Bxecuslve Assistant to DDP)—Con-
sulted during initial stages of TSD support
and relaysd the TSD requirement to the
DDP.

2. Documents:

{a) “Mr. Edward"” file—The file containing
all memoranda and other materials reiating
to the CiA's T8D support of Runt. This file
hek been requested, but has not been pro-
duced, despite the fact that the file was given
to’ Director Calby nafter the Watergate
break-in.

{b) All memoranda prepared by (Executive
Officer to Director of Security), or any other
CIA employee, regarding the TSD support of
Hunt, including but not Iimited to all inter-
nal memoranda concerning the TSD suppcrt
which 18 not contalned in the “Mr. Edward”
file.

Psychological profile of Daniel Ellsberg

1. Interviews:

(a) (DMBS)—Director of Medical Services
wiio supervised and participated in the prep-
arstion of both Elisberg profiles.

(b) (DD8)}--The immediate supervisor of
the Medical Services staff who prepared the
psychological profile and who served as
Hajson between Director Helms and the
psychiatric staff. )

fc} Executive Assistant to DDS—Knowl-
edgeable with regard to the psychological
profile.

2. Documesnts:

{a) Al information received by the CIA
from the FBI or the White House which
served as raw data for preparation of both
psychological profiles. Testimony has estab-
lishked that this data contained FBI reports
of interviews with female assoclates of Ells-
betg, as well as a report of a purported tele-
phone conversation between Elisberg and an-
other party.! The dsata should establish the
extent of the CIA's admitted knowledge of
the name of Elisberg's psychiatrist as well as
the CIA's knowledge of the activities of Hunt.

(o) All documents, reports, or memoranda
reigpting in any way to the psychological pro-
Ales, including but not lmited to the in-
ternal memoranda prepared by (Chief Psy-
chiptrist), (DMSS), and (DDS) regarding the
two psychological profiles. Testimony has es-
tabilished that memoranda for the record
were written detalling the concerns about
Hunt. Director Helms has testifled that he
has no knowledge of same.

{c) The so-called “psychological profile
file!’. presently located In the office of the
Dirpctor of Medical Services, CIA, containing
all  materials regarding the preparation of
the psychologleal profiles. Note: This dle
was previously requested, as well as the
materials described in parts (a.) and (b.)
above. By letter dated March 8, 1974, Director
Cobyy Indicated that he would release this
information to the oversight committees

only.
Tapes

1. Log maintained by the Office of Security
with reference to known tapings of which
transcripts are thought to be avalilable. This
has been previously requested, but not fur-
nished.

2, All logs, memoranda, or notations re-
flecuing communications into or out of the

1Executive Session Testimony of (Chief
Psychiatrist), March 7, 1874 (transcription
not pressntly avalladble).
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Office of Security for the time period from
June 16, 1972 to June 22, 1972. This infor-
mation has been requested but it is avall-
able to the Senatée Armed Services Committee
only. Such “information is critical to any
determination as to the chronology of Water-
gate notification and related actions.

3. Access to the five inch reel of tape
labeled, “McCord Incident/18-19 June 1972,”
which was found in the Office of Security
on March 1, 1974, It i1s not known what is
contained in this tape, but its importance
is obvious,

Miscellaneous

1. Access to the speclal Watergate flle
formerly maintained in the Office of Security.
This file was requested as early as mid-Jan-
uary, 1974, and ita existénce at that time
was denied by legislative llaison. Sworn testi-
mony has since confirnied existence of such
a fille, now under confrol of the Inspector
CGeneral,

2, Any and all CIA files rejating to the ac-
tivities of E. Howard Hunt. This was re-
quested in January of 1974 and was ignored
by the Agency. We are aware of at least an

~ executive registry flle in which Information
on Hunt was placed in 1971 and suggest that
this would be a good starting point for com-
pliance with this request.

8. Any and all CIA files relating to G. Gor-
don Liddy during the time frame of Janu-
ary, 1970, to the present. When this request
was ma.de in Jahuary of 1974, the staff was
advised that CIA information on Liddy was
limited to sensitive briefings, the subject
matter of which was beyond the purview of
this Committee.* Files relative to these brief-

ings need to-be examined, particularly in

light of the time period of same, i.e., August
and September, 1971, )

4. Any and all CIA flles pertaining to at-
torney (name deleted at Agency request)
and/or his law firm from the period January
1971 to the present. While the CIA has con-
‘firmed that (attorney) is a former case offi-
cer and that (potentially significant infor-
mation deleted at agency request) during
the period of time that (attorney) served as
counsel for the Commitiee to He-Elect the
President,? contact reports and memoranda
must be reviewed in raw form before a deter-
mination can be made as to the impact of
the aforementioned facts.

* 5. Office calendars for Director Helms, Gen-
eral Cushman, and the Deputy Director of
Plans for the time frame from January of
1971 through June of 1973. These calendars
have been previously requested and are crit-
ical to a thorough investigative analysis of
‘knowledge available to these respective of-
ficlals at the critical times. These calendars
have not been made available to this staff
‘for review.

6. All record pertaining to Agency financ-
ing of Egil Krogh's activities, as evidenced
by sworn testimony before this Committee.

_ Also, interviews of superiors of (Secretary to

Chief, CIA Narcotics Control Group) .4

7. Interviews of (Chief, EEAB), (former
outplacement director), (Agency employee),
(Agency employee), (former Agency em-
ployee), (former Agency employee) and at-
torney (former Agency employee), all of
whom were either in the employ or were
former employees of the Agency at the time
they discussed Hunt operation activities (in-
%uding entry operatlons) during 1971 and

[ S——

* See CIA’s response to this Inquiry regard-
ing Iiddy, Supplemental Materials, Volume
II, Tab 13.

3 See CIA's response to this inquiry regard-
ing (attorney), CIA Supplemental Materials,
Volume' II, Tab 14; IV (CIA Memorandum,
June 28, 1973).

4 See Executive Session Testlm()ny of (Sec-

retary to Chief, CIA Narcotics Control
Group), March 2, 1974, (franscription not
presently avallable).

8. A review of all {!IA activities (regard-
less of nature or degree of support) In Mex-

“ico during the calendar year, 1971-1972. This

information, which is relevant to an objec-
tive assessment of CIA's post-Watergate
posture and pre-Watergate potential nvolve-
ment, has been requested (to an extent con-
sistent with national security) since Feb-
ruary 1, 19745

9. The “Pennington File,” which vas pre-
viously requested and made available only
to the House Armed Services Oversight Com-
mittee. This file confains memoranda and
other documents dealing with the activities
of the CIA operative, Pennington, who was
alleged to have participated in the burning
of documents in the McCord home after the
Watergate break-in. This file also contains
data regarding the “domestic activities” of
Pennington, and the ©IA has made 1, known
that there are “gaps” In this flle during cer-
tain relevant time periods.

10, At the conclusion of his Executive
Session on Friday, March 8, 1974, Ambasg~
sador Helms testifled “oncerning an individ~
ual in a peculiar porition to know the ac-
tivitles of both the Agency and the FBI
‘While Helms knew of no Watergate Informa-
tion in this individual’s possession, other
evidence suggests the contrary. Consldera~-
tion should be given to interviewing this
individual who has already commenced
preparation of a Watergate-related memo-
randum in response to a previous reqguest by
the staff.®

11. Michael Mastrovito of the Secret Serv-
ice should be interviewed concerning his
Agency communications on June 17, 1972,
Agency documents indicate that Mestrovito
agreed to downplay McCord's Agency em-
ployment; that Mastrovito was belng pres-
sured for information by a Democratic state
chairman; and that Mastrovito was advised
by the CIA that the Agency was ccncerned
with McCord’s emotional stabllity prior to
his retirement.” -

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Under
the the previous order, the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER) is recognized
for not to exceed 5 minutes.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Iegislation submitted
by the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr, BAKER) .

As I have said on other occaslons, the
job which was started a little over a
year ago by the Senate Select Commlit-
tee will only be considered a job well
done if we take the facts learred and
construct legislation around those facts—
more particularly, if we construct legisla-
tion to see to it that the abuses uncovered
will never occur again. Unless we do that,
it can be said, with basis in fa:t, that
the only purpose of the committee was
to indulge in acts of sensationalism rath-
er than in acts of legislation.

Insofar as the abuse of the Constitu-
tion and the laws of this country by
the law enforcement intelligence com-
munity, it cennot be said that Water-
gate was a bad dresm. It was a fact. The
bill introduced by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee and the Senator
from Michigan (Mr. HarT), the .‘Senator

5The CIA, through its legislative ltalson,
has confirmed that Mexico is an “iny
country” to the CIA, but has refusecl to pro-
vide any other information regarding CIA
Mexican activities during the 1971-72 tlme
period.

¢ See CIA Supplemental Material, Volume
II, Tab 18.

75ee CIA cable traffic shortly after the

Watergate break-in, CIA Supplemental Mate-

rial, Volume VI.
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from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the Senator
from California (Mr. CRANSTON) and
myself is intended to prevent a reoccur-
rence not of a dream but of a fact.

Indeed, for many years the American
intelligence community has ignored Con-
gress; or, to put it the other way around,
Congress has ignored the American in-
telligence community. The abuses uncov-
ered cannot be considered illogical.
Rather, they are the logical ending to a
practice of total unaccountability.

In the preparation of my remarks for
delivery this morning. one of the mem-
bers of my staff had written, “While the
intelligence activities of Federal agen-
cies have been within the law and in the
national interest,” I turned to him and
said, “I can’t sav that. I don’t know that
they have been,”

That is the problem. It is not a prob-
lem that can be resolved solely by the
President of the United States. It is as
much our responsibility and our job.

I find it interesting that we read in
the newspapers today and viewed on
television last night that there is to be
a briefing of congressional leaders by
the President as to what was going on in
the CIA. It that not something that the
congressional leaders should have known,
without getting a briefing from the Pres-
ident of the United States? Is that not
something on which perhaps we should
brief the President? Of course, we are
in no position to do so, because we do not
know anything about it.

Whereas I have uncovered certain
abuses in the CIA, the FBI, the military

intelligence, and the Secret Service, I

cannot honestly stand here and say that
that is all that went on. There has been
no agency accountability to Congress.
This is not to say that we do not have
oversight functions in the various com-
mittees, but as the distinguished Sena-
tor from Tennessee pointed out. it is an
ancilary duty; it is not the principal duty
of those committees. The chairmen and
the members of those committees have
substantial burdens in the areas of the
judiclary, foreign relations, and defense.
So oversight of the law enforcement in-
telligence community suffers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ros-
ERT C. BYRp). The time of the Senator
has ‘expired. Does the Senator desire ad-
ditional time?

Mr. WEICKER. I request an addi-
tional 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the time will be taken out of
the time allotted to the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RoserT C. BYRD).

Mr. WEICKER. Congress itself has
long been reluctant to ask the hard ques-
tions, and insist on the policy super-
vision that assures the accountability
of agencies such as the CIA, the FBI, the
Secret Service, the Defense Intelligence
Agency, the National Security Agency,
and numerous others charged with gath-
ering intelligence and surveillance of
persons.

With no accountability, we can readily

‘anticipate abuse of agency powers and

constitutional rights. The record of
these abuses in the last few years can-
not be dismissed as isolated instances
of individual excesses. It is a record that
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tears at the very Iabric of our com-
stitutional democracy.

The lesson of these abuses of the na-
tional intelligence function Is that ac-
countability cannot be assured without
congressional oversight, oversight that
has constancy, purpose, and real power
to get the facts out.

It is in this interest of strengthening
this congressional oversight respon-
sibility, that Senator Baxker. Senator
CHurcH, Benator CransToN and 1 are
today introducing legislation to establish
the Joint Committee on Intelligence
Oversight, with broad powers to au-
thorize, investigate, and legislate on
matters related to the intelligence agen-
cles, ag well as to the intelligence activi-
ties of all other Federal agencies and de-

partments.
In this way, we seek to consolidate the
congressional  intelligernce oversight

function in one joint committee with
sweeping powers to demarnd fuil and cur-
reni{ accountability.

Mr. President, this is the opportunity
for Congress to act. The facts are
on the table, and now the American
people look to us for leadership. Oth-
erwise, the abuses that occurred de fscto
become a part of the laws of this Nation.
What & tragedy that would be, in light
of what those facts say.

The jolnt committee would be com-
posed of 14 members evenly divided be-
tween the House and Senate, chosen by
the leadership. In order that this :m-
portant committee remains independent
and healthily skeptical, we would ¢n-
courage the leadership of both Houses
to consider some form of rotating mem-
bership for the joint committee.

The joint committee would possess pri-
mary suthorization and legislative juris-
diction over all activities and operations
of 1 the Central Intelligence Agency, the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the
U.S. Secret Service, the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency, and the National Secu-
rity Agency, as well es over all intelll-
gence or surveillance activities or oper-
ations of any other department or agency
of the Federal Governmert.

The bill clearly states that the direc-
tors of the above-named agencies—-
shall keep the Joint Comiittee fullv and
currently informed with reaspect to all of the
aotivities of their respective organizations.
and the heads of all other departments and
agenciles of the Federal Goveramenst condust-
ing tntelligence activities or operations or the
survelllance of persons shall keep the Jeint
Committee fully and currently informad of
all intelligence and surveillance activities
and operations carried out by thetr respective
departments and agencies.

The joint committee may require from
any department or agency of the Federal
Government periodic writien reports re-
garding activities and operations within
the jurisdiction of the joint commitlee.
To back up requests for relevant infor-
mation, the committee would have fuli
subpena powers.

Purthermore, the proposed legislation
provides that:

No funds may be appropriated for the pug-
pose of carrying out any intelllgence or sur-
velllance act or operstion by any office, or
any department, or agency of the Paderal
Government unless such funds for such

activity or operation have been specifically
suthorized by legisiation enacted after the
date of enactment of this act.

Therefore, the budgets of secret agen-
cies like the CIA and NSA could not be
hidden in Defense appropriation bills,
and no bianket auttorizations could be
used to avoid the committee’s scrutiny
of intellizence sgency budgets.

While the creatlon of the joint com-
mittee would not deprive the current
oversight committees—Armed Bervices,
Appropriations, Foreign Relations, and
so forth—of the opportunity to exércise
oversight over intelligence matters re-
lated to the jurisdiction of these com-
mittees. no legisiation or no provision
contained in any legislation dealing with
any matter within the jurisdiction of the
joint committee can be considered by
either House uniess such legisiation has
oeen reported by the joint committee or
is a floor amendment to committee Jeg-
islation.

And. given national security consid-
arations, the joint committee would be
:mpowered to take any and all precau-
sions necessary to maintain the confi-
dentiality of sensitive information before
BN

The hearings last year before the Sen-
ate Select Commitiee on Presidential
Campalgn Activities docurnented the sys-
tematic abuse of governmental agencles.

The facts of the White House respon-
ziveness programs which pressured Fed-
eral agencies to favor political friends
and disadvantage enemies are startling
indeed. But the litany of White House
ifomestic and foreign intelligence opera-
+ions conducted under the banner of “na-
sional security” can only be termed a na-~
‘ional disgrace.

The executive branch had at its dis-
nosal a messive intelligence apparatus—
the CIA, the FBI, the National Security
Agency—-NBA-—and the Defense Intelli-
sence Agency—DIA. The Nixon adminis-
tration simply used at home what had
been developed In clendestine operations
whroad.

This was the proposal of Tom Charles
Huston in his July 1870 memcrandum to
White House Chief of Staff HR. Halde-
ran. Houston wrote:

In the past thers has been no systematic
effort to mobilize the full resources of the
inteliigence community in the {nternal secu-
rity aresa. . . . Domestic intelligence infor-
mation coming into the White House has
Leen fragmentary and unevaluated. . . . Un-
ke most of the bureaucracy the intelligence
community weicomes direct.on snd leader-
shlp from the White House.

In other words, the intelligence com-
raunity was available, scquiescent and
unaccountable,

And what did this facade of “national
seeurity” really cover up?

These were the sordid activities it jus-
tifted:

In a massive operation, mail sent to a
Democratic Party was opened and phoio-
grarhed by the U.8. Army.

Military agents spied on a group of Mc-
(iovern supporters in Berlin.

Internal Security Division of the Jus-
tice Department on a daily basls, pro-
vided the Committee to Re-Elect the
President information on individuals of &
political and nonpolitical nature.

-
-
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An FBI sgent was used by the White
House to spy on Newsday which was do-
ing an article on one of the President’s
friends.

The FBI conducted an investigation on
Daniel Schorr, an investigation designed
by the White House to embarrass and

‘The CIA provided support materials to
E. Howard Hunt for the purposes of an
illegal entry and burglary into offices of
Daniel Ellsberg's psychiatrist.

This litany could run for pages, but the
message is clear and convincing: Unless
Congress exercises its oversight responsi-
bility over the intelligence community,
our constitutional democracy is vulner-
able to continued subversion.

Congress must act now to reaffirm the
secountability of the American intelli-
gence community. :

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorn an
excerpt from the final Watergate report.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorr,
as follows:

EXCERPTED FROM PINAL WATERGATE REPORT
(By Senator LOWELL WEICKER)
THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

The attitudes and policles that led to
Whatergate hand a profound !mpact on the
intelligence community, from the FBI and
the CIA to the lesser intelligence sectlons of
other agencies,

Soon alter the new administration took
office in 1868, there seems to have been a
basic dissatisfaction within the White
House as to our existing intelligence capa-
bilitles. They were variously considered too
timid, oo bound by tradition, and generally
intapable of acting effectively with respect
to what the White House percelved as neces-
sary intelligences.

One of the responses by the White House
was to set up a plan, an intelligence plan,

-80- that the objectlives, methods, and results

of’ the intelligence community would coin-
cide with the White House. This plan was
drafted by Tom Charles Huston in early
1070,%" and came to be known as the 1970
Domestic Intslilgence Plan, or the Huston
Plan.

Much of the plan, which has been described
previously ™ wag lllegal, either in its objec-
tives or in the methods it proposed.

Nevertheless, there are numerous indica-
tions, in evidence recelved by this Commit-
te¢, that the types of activities recommendec
in the plan were carrded out in the following
yeirs, The ret eflect was to subvert or
distort the legitimate intelligence functions
of the gover:ment,

The plan recommended an expanded use
of ‘electronic survelllance. However, the ex-
panded wiretapping that tcok place i
sugceeding years was done outside legitimate
chunnels, such as the 17 so-called Kissinger
taps)® the tap on Joseph Kraft,® the

& Accordiag to Mr. Haldeman, “the Presi-
dent set up an interagency committee con-
sisting of the Directors of the FBI, the CIA.
the Delfense Intelligence Agency and the Na-
tional Security Agency,” and “Mr. Huston,
the¢ White House staff man for this project.
wap notified by a memorandum from me of
the anproval of the Precident.” Testimony of
H..R. Haldeman, Vol. 7, 2875.

< See. notes 183-186.

** Testimony of Robert Mardisp, Vol 4.
pp. 2382-2393: John Ehrlichman. Vol. 4. p.
2520; and John Dean, Vol. 3, p. 920.

a¢ Testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, p. 19
In June, 1PE8, Ehrlichman directed Caulfield
{n lieu of the FBI to place a national security
tap on Kraft’s home phone. Caulfield con-
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Watergate wiretaps, and even the wiretap
on the President's brother >

The second element of the plan called
for surfeptitious entries. Burglaries in fact
took place at the office of Dr. Ellsherg’s
psychiatrist,* at the Democratic National
Committee, at the office of publisher Hank
Greenspun, according to multiple evi-
dence;® and were suggested or planned for
the offices ,of the Potomac Associates 2
The Brookings Institute2® and Senator
McGovern’s campaign headquarters.2®

Mail sent to an affiliate of the Democratic
party was opened and photogréaphed. by the
United States Army, in a well-documented
and apparently massive operation,® and
military agents spied on the Concerned
Americans in Berlin, a group of McGovern
supporters who were officially recognized by

_ the Democratic party.®®

The specific actions proposed by Huston
are only one aspect of the plan. Equally
important are the policy recommendations.
The heart of this new pollcy was better
coordination and use of existing intelligence
from all areas of the government.®® The
means of carrying it out was to be a new

intelligence “Committee” sitting above all
the agencles. Again, the plan was carried
out.

On September 17, 1970, an Intelligence
Evaluation Committee was set up in the
White House?® It was to recelve informa-
tion from the CIA, the FBI, the National
Security Agency, and other intelligence sec-
tions. Notwithstanding the fact that the
statutes prohibit the CIA from pearticipating
in any domestic intelligence function, it was
called upon to evaluate domestic intelli-
gence-gathering by the other agencies when
the Intelligence Evaluation Commlittee was
set up. This intelligence was to be digested by
the CTA experts and then disseminated for
use wherever useful, regardless of the stat-
utory limits placed on the agency that
collected the information. 1

What was important about setting up that
‘Committee was not the work it actually did,
but rather the legitimization of a concept.
That concept was that intelligence functions
of the various agencles were thers for what-
ever purpose the Executive decided it

tacted Jack Regan, former FBI agent, who
ultimately installed the tap. Executive Ses-
‘sion of John Caulfield, March 23, 1974.

201 Presidential Press Conference, Novem-
ber 17, 1978.

203 Testimony of Howard Hunt, Vol. 9, p.

*3663.

208 Tegtimony of Howard Hunt, Vol. 8, p.
3687. See Transcripts of Presidential Conver-
sations, Sept. 15, 1972.

204 White House memo, July 6, 1971, from
John Caulfield to John Dean, stating in part,

“ug  penetration I8 deemed possible if
required.”

205 Testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, p. 920;
Executive Session of John Caulflield, March
23, 1974, -

2% Pestimony of Howard Hunt, Vol. 9, p.
36886.°

207 See,  testimony of Senator Lowell P.
Weicker, hearings on Warrantless ‘Wiretap-
ping and Electronic Survelllance, relating to
intelligence activities of the United States
military directed against “The Concerned
Americans in Berlin,” an affiliate of the
American Democratic party. (Exhibit 8)

208 Id, ' :

200 This was the final section of the 1970
Domestic Intelligence Plan, entifled “Meas-
ures t6 Improve Domestic Intelligence Oper-
ations.” Vol. 3, Ex. 35, p. 1323. Bee testi-
mony of John Dean, Vol. 4, p. 1467,

2 The memo to the Attorney General de-
seribing the setting up of the IEC was quoted
in full in the text of the hearings. Vol. 3,
p. 1063. ’ '

. mTestimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, pp. 916—
919, 10571974, and Vol. 4, p. 1457,

wanted, not for the purposes Congress de-
cided by statute.

As an illustration, Mr. McCord testified
that he eventually received information for
use by CRP from the Ii.ternal Security Divi-
sion of the Justice Department, on & dally
basis?? It included information from the
FBI, pertained to individuals, and wss of &
political as well as non-political nature?®
This arrangement was made pursuant to a
request sent to Mr. M.tchell from Mr. Mc-
Cord, which led to & call from Assistant
Attorney General Mardian In which he re-
layed the Attorney Geveral’s approval and
told McCord to work shrough the Internal
Becurity Division s+

The Internal Security Division of the Jus-
tice Department also provided political legal
agsistance to the Whit« House. For example,
1t provided informaticn regarding cemon-
strators, and informaiion that would em-
barass individuals in connection with their
relationship with demonstrators and clemon-
stration leaders.?®

Another illustration of misuse of Intelli-
gence was the request made to the IRS, on
July 1, 1869, by Mr. Huston, to setl up a
means of “reviewing the operations of Ideo-
logical Organizations.” *¢ Soon the IRS had
set up an “Activists Grganizations Commit-
tee,” 217 collecting intelligence to “find out
generally about the funds of these organiza-
tions.” An internal memo pointed oat that
“its actlvities should oe disclosed generally
only to those person: who need to know,
because of its semi-seciretive nature.” “We do
not want the news media to be alerted to
what we are attempting to do or how we
are operating because the disclosure of such
information might enibarrass the Adminis-
tration.” “The type of organization in which
we are interested mey be ideological . . .
or other.” “In effect, what we will attempt to
do is to gather intelligence data on the orga-
nizations in which we are interested and to
use a Strike Force coxcept.” #18 This ‘was not
tax collection; it wa: the IRS being con-
verted into an intelligence agency; and it was
stopped in the midst of this Committee’s
hearings in mid-1973.

The next step was when the IR began
gathering intelligence from other par:s of the
government, with no attempt made to re-
strict this to tax-rélated information. Ar-
rangements were mada with the military, the
Internal Security Division of the Justice De-
partment, and the Secret Service to turn over
information on individuals or groups?”® 8o

212 MeCord received mformation, including
FBI data, from the Infernal Security Division
of the Justice Departrnent, upon his request
to Attorney General Mitchell. Mitchell told
Mardian to direct McCord to 1.8.D, where
McCord’s contact was John Martin, Chief of
the Evalustion Section. Testimony of James
McCord, Vol. 1, p. 178.

213 Idl., &t 181.

214 1d., at 178.

=215 Testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, pp. 916—
919.

216 Memo from Tom Huston to Roger Barth,
Asst. Commissooner of IRS, August 14, 1970.

217 Sge  testimony of Senator Lowell P.
Weicker, hearings on Warrantless Wiretap-
ping and Electronic Surveillance, April 8,
1974 (Exhibit 1, mema by D. Q. Virdin of the
IRS; report of meetin:; to set up an “Activists
Organizations Commiitee”).

215 Id.

219 For example, on December 4, 1839, D, W.
Bacon, Asst, Commi:sioner, IRS, contacted
Colonel Heston C. Cole, Counterintelllgence
Division, Directorate Dffice of Speclal Investi-
gations, and on January 26, 1970 the IRS
contacted Director Rowely of the Secret Serv-
ice, in both cases to -oordinate intelligence-
gathering operations through the Activists
Organizations Committee. See, testimony of
Senator Lowell P. Weicker, hearings on War-
rantless Wiretapping and Electronic Surveil-
lance, April 8, 1874.
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long as the IRS has the power to be a po-
tential harassment for the average citizen
if audits are not conducted on an objective
basis this procedure of developing files on
dissenting ecitizens must be questioned. The
more important point is that IRS dutles
and responsibilities are spelled out by the
Congress, and such an operation 1s not one
of them.

The IRS and the Justice Department were
not the only agencies pressured into assist-
ing White House intelligence demands. A
Seoret Service agent spled on Senator Mc-
Govern, 20 when supposedly protecting him
during the campaign. When the White House
was informed of this, no objection was made.

An FBI agent was used by a White House
staff member to spy on & Long Island news-
paper doing an article on one of the Presi-
dent's friends.2® The Commerce Department
was called on to provide commercial infor-
mation in & project that 1t was hoped would
embarrass Senator Muskie?? The Depart-
ment of Defense was used to find out infor-
mation as to Senator McGovern’s war rec-
ords, at & time when there were public
charges that he may have acted with coward-
ice.

There was testimony to the effect that
there was nothing short of a haslc poliey- to
use any governmental agencles to seek poli-
tically embarrassing information on individ-
uals who were thought to be enemies of the
White House. The so-called “enemies 1ist”
was maintained in the White House for this
purpose, and a memo was prepared to imple-
ment a means of attacking these enemles.®

Apparently it was not enough to maneuver
the intelligence community and related
agency functions. Plans were made to take
what is clearly a function of government out-
side the government, to set up an independ-
ent Intelligence operation. ’

The first plan was put forth by Mr. Caul-
fleld, in proposals to Messrs. Dean, Mitchell
and Enhrlichman. He suggested a private
gecurity entity that would be available for
White House special projects, thereby in-
sulating the White House from lis deeds. It
was called Operation Sandwedge.?*

Mr. Caulfield rejected the Sandwedge plan,
and it was apparently replaced with an op-
eration that came to be known as the
“plumbers.” In the meantime, Caulficld be-
gan conducting intelligence funotions from
& position on the White House counsel’s stafl,
functions that properly belong in the agen-
cies, if anywhere.

0 White House memo from Steve Karalekas
to Charles Colson, August 18, 1972, referring
to the activities of Agent Bolton. See also,
testimony of John Dean, Vol. 8, pp. 823, 1071.

21 John Caulfleld testified that he re-
quested a New York City FBI agent to go out
to the Newsday offices. This was done, and
included a report of the newspaper’s con-
fidential publication schedule. Executive
Session of John Caulfield, March 23, 1974.

22 Memo to Charles Colson from Thomsas
Thawley, Deputy Asst. Secretary of Com-
merce, April 16, 1971,

223 White House memo from John Dean,
August 16, 1971, entitled “Dealing With our
Political Enemies.” Vol. 4, Ex. 48, p. 1689.

24 Drafted in late summer 1871, Operation
Sandwedge called for an offensive intelll-
gence-gathering operation for infiltration of
campaign Qrganlza.tlons and headquarters
with “undercover personnel, surveillance of
Democratic conventions and meetings, de-
rogatory information-seeking investigations,
and “black bag” activities. Though dropped
from activ® consideration by late 1871, Op-
eration Sandwedge can be seen as a pre-
cursor of the Gemstone Plan which achieved
the capabilities championed by Caulfleld.
See, Caulfield Executive Session, March 23,
1974; See also, Campaign Practices Section
of Select Committee Report, exhibit of mem-
orandum of Caulfield to Dean entitled “Op-
eration Sandwedge.” See also, Vol. 2, p. 786;
Vol. 3, pp. 924-6; Vol. 6, p. 25637.
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Caulfield was instructed, for example, to
develop political intelligence on Senator Ken-
nedy, Including instructions frorn the Asset-
art Attorney General to obtain certein
iInformation about the travels of Mary Jo
EKopechne*> When he toox the job, he tol¢
Mr. Ehrllchman that he would hire an ex-
New York City policeman to do investigative
work. 2

Mr. Ulssewicz was then usad to collsct
Information on vartous enemies, political
ideological, and personal A sample of hi:
activities reveals not only why intelligence
should not be outside the checks of & pro-
fessional organization, bui also the rather
broad scope of what the White House was in
fact dolng. His investigations included tuch
things as Richard Nixon's old spartment ir
New York, a Kennedy officisl trip to Hawall,
name checks on White House visitors, the
President’s brother, political contributors to
8 dozen Senators who opposed the admin-
istration, Jeflersonn Hospltal in Philadelphia.
Louis Harris Polls the Businessmen’s Educa-
tion Fund, the House of Mercy home for
unwed mothers, the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, a comedian named Dixon, Mrs. Rose
Eennedy's secretary, and Birminghar, Ala-
bame City Council, Mayor, and Executive
8taff® And that 18 just n sample of the
much larger noumber of his investigations.
Many of them are clearly the responsibility
of sstablished agencies, if they are anybody's
responsibility at all.

Eventually. a semi-ofcial unit, the Plumb-
ers, was established within the White Hcuse,
with a combination of police and intellignnce
duties. It conducted what Mr. Mitchell re-
ferred to in his testimony as the ‘“White
House horrors”.=® According to Mitchell,
these operations were so wrong that if the
President had heard about them he would
have “lowered the Boom™, even though thers
18 other evidence that the President did know
about them and didn't lower any boom.ts

The legltimate Intelligence agencies were
used to support this operation, specificully
by providing materials for their operaticns.
General Cushman of the CIA testified that
after a personal request from Mr. Ehrlich-
man, CIA technical services people provided
Mr. Hunt with a drivers license, socla! secu-
rity card, wig, and speech altering device,

2 In the summer of 1968, when Dean was
working at the Justice Departinent, *“then
Deputy Attorney General Kleindienst calied
{Dean) into his office and told (bim) that
the White House wanted somme very importent
information . . . regarding the foreign travels
of Mary Jo Kopechne.” Dean was directed t¢
obtain the information from. Mr. De Loach,
Deputy Director of the FBI, and give it @
John Cauifleld from the White House. Vol 3.
P. 922,

#¢ Enrlichman appointed Caulfield to the
‘White House staff on April 8 1969 as a llal-
son with various law enforcement agencles.
with the understanding that the services
of Mr. Ulasewicz, a retiring New York detec-
tive, would be obtained. Commencing July.
1968, Ulasewicz reported on kls investigatory
notivities to the White House through Caul-
fleld, on the orders of Mr. Ehriichman and
Mr. Dean. Vol. 1, p. 261.

¥t 3ee, Committee interviews with Mr
Ulasewicz., Mr. Dean, Mr. Caunifield, Anne
Dawson, Tony LaRocco.

= Mr. Mitchell described the Plumbers’
ectivities which he learned of from Mr. Mar-
tian and Mr. LaRue, as the “White House
horror storles . Vol. 4, pp. 162426,

¥ On March 22, 1973, the day after Mr.
Deen told the President of the Watergate-
related White House horrors and other factas,
the President, according to Mitchell, dig-
cussed the possibility of using Dean as a
Halson with the Ervin Committee, rather
thar lowering any boom, Vol. 5, p. 1894.

which were delivered to a "safe house” off
CIA premises per Hunt’s instructions.s

Around Angust, 1871, Hunt began to make
additional demands < the CIA: first, for 8
stenographer to be Mmought In from Parls,
which Cushman and Director Helms con-
sidered merely & face-saving move and
rejected Later demands wore made for a tape
recorder in 8 typewrissr case. A camera in &
tobacco poueh, for filin devslopment, and for
an additional alins and false papers for an-
ather man {“probadiy Liddy”), which re-
quests came to Custunan's attention after
they had been granted by the technical serv-
ices people.®m

After Hunt's sdditiona! demands and a
subsequent reguest for a New York address
and phone services. Cushman and Helms de-
cided Huni's requests had exceeded his orlg-
inal suthority. On August 31, 1971, Hunt
made a final request, for a credit card, which
was denled 3

Mr. Young of the Plumbers unit asked
the CIA to do a psvohological profile of Dr.
Ellsberg. It was clearly a domastic project,
the only one of {ts type ever requested, ac-
cording to Ger. Cushman of the CIA, who
aiso testified that such profiles are reserved
for forelgn lenders, Nevartheless, it was done,
but Mr. Young considered it unsatisfactory,
s0 another profile was prepared and sent®
Other projects spanned a broad range, such
a3 spiriting Dite Beard from the East Coast
to 8 Denver hospital, and a subsequent trip
w Denver by Hunt in disguise to (uestion
her about the ITT affuir.# 'To bring the full
inttuence f the White House to bear on
shis extraordinary activity, Mr. Ehrlichman
sestified thet he personally introduced
Mesars. Krough and Young, who headed up
the Plumbers to the heads 0f various agen-
<ies, such as the Becretary of Defense, the
Attorney General, and the Director of ths
TIA =S

Members of the Plunbers eventually went
on to simflar work for the Committee to Re-
rlect. Although they were clearly outside the
povernment, they again used the lagittmate
agencies. Ex-CIA employees were recruited
on the basis of their lovalty to the CIA. Na-
tional security responsibilitios were misused.
Mr. Barker was even told that the interests
«f national security he was se were
wbove the FBI and the CIA.® To reinforce
ihts position, classtfied and critieal informa-
tion about the mining of Eealphong harbor
was relayed to Barker the day before the
President’s announcement.™ This was not
only 8 misuse of sacret Defense Department
intalligence. but it also furhered a Imisuse
of natioral security ertrustment in the ex-
ecutive branch

™ Vol. 8, pp. 3292-53,

mld.

mTd.

*Id., 8t p. 3311.

™+ Bhor:ly after the ITT reemo was pub-
li'shed tn Pebruary, 1972, Mr. Liddy trans-
rorted Dita Beard from Washington to s hos-
pital In Denver. In his interview there, Mr.
Hunt elfcited from IMta Beard a public
statement that the merao was & fraud, Testi-
mony of Robert Mardian, Vol. 8, p. 2388;
Howard Hunt, Vol. 9, pp. 37562-53.

®Mr  Ehrlichmaln testifies further that
Mr. Krogh and Mr. Young “described the
finction of the specisl unit” (the Plumbers)
s the heads of the various agencies. Vol 7,
n. 2691,

#e Testimeny of Beraard Barker, Vol. 1,
n. 380,

BT Mr. Hunt testified that he was “In very
gineral terms aware of” the President's
speech announcing the sombing of Halphong
harbor prior to the speech. Sunt requested
that Mr. Barker “attepipt tc have as many
thlegrams as possitble sent to ths White
House . . . manifesting approval of the Pres-
ent’s move.” Testimony of Howard Hunt,
Vol. 9, pp. 374548,
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. In a different type of situation, Mr. Balde-

than was appointed “the Lord High Execu-
Honer of leaks”. This technique of attacking
and solving the leaks problem iillustrates the
gontempt for normal government functions.
It resulted in Mr. Cauifield, by his own testi-
mony, belng directed by Ehrlichman to wira-
tap a newsman's telephone {Joseph Kraft)
It pursult of a leak *® outside the safeguards
of government wiretap procedures and regu-
istiona. There are capabilities®™ within the
legitimate operations of our government for
handiing such a problem. The attitude that
these problems had to be treated independ-
ehtly was the same attitude that led to the
17 Kissinger taps being installed outside
normal FBI channels and Mardlan's Instruc-
tions from the President regarding the dis-
position of those wiretap logs "that releted
to newsmen and White House staff suspected
of leaking"”* and that led to unusual ard
perhaps illegal White House involvement in
the Elisberg case itself.

There is & reason for demanding that gov-
ernment officials use only the tested and ac-
countable facilities of government. It hes
been 1llu<trated by the kind of projects ur.-
dertaken independently by the White Houss.

The fina! contempt for the intelligence
community ¢an be seen In efforts to exploft
them tn the coverup. Mr. Ehrlichman sald
that he and Mr. Haldeman had spoken to
General Walters and Mr. Helms of the CIA
shortly after the Watergate break-in
Ehrlichman rurther sald that Walters was a
friend of the White House and was there to
give the White House influence over the
CIA ™ Dean testified that Ebrlichman asked
him to explore the possible use of the CIA
with regard to assisting the Watergate
burglars.:3

On Juce 23, 1972, Mr. Haldeman and Mr.
EPrlichman met with Director Helms and
General Cushman of the CIA. According to
Director Helms, Haldeman said something to
the effect that it had been decided that Gen-
ernl Walters was to go talk to FBI Director
Gray and inform him that "these investiga -
tiens of the FBI might run into CIA Ta-
tions in Mexico” and that it might be best
it they were tapered off—or something like
that** According to General Walters, Halde-
men directed Helms to inhibit the ¥BI in-
vestigatlon on grounds that it would uncover
CIA assets in Mexico. Haldeman also indi-
caled he had information the CIA did not
have, and that five suspects were sufficient >
When Director Helms and Director Gray ol
the FBI scheduled & meeting between them-
selves on June 28, 1972, Mr, Ehrlichman in-
tervened and canceled the meeting, thus pre-
venting. any independent contacts.

At a later time, Mr. Dean discussed with:
General Walters the possibility of using cov-
ort CIA funds to pay the Watergate defend-

== See note 11, supra.

** The President instructed Mr. Mardiar.
in the fali of 1071 to transfer the logs from
Mr. Sullivan, Assistant Director of the FBI.
to Mr. Ehrlichman, who kept them In his safe
for over a year. Testimony of John Dean
Vol. 3. pp. 820-21.

* Ehrifchman and Haldeman were in-
stracted 1o insure that covert CIA activities
were not expcsed by the Watergate investi.
gation being conducted by the FBI. Vol. 6.
p. 2567

¥ On June 28, 1673, Mr. Dean on Mr.
Mitcheil’s suggestion, sought through Mr.
Ebrlichman to contact the CIA as to the
Watergate break-in. Vol. 3, p. 946.

#1 Mr. Dean {ndicated to Gen. Walters that
witnesses were wobbling and could cause
problems, and asked If the CIA could raise
bagi for some of these defendants. Testimony
of John Dean, Vol. 8, p. 1087; Vol. 4, p. 1461.

# Testimony of Richard Helms, Vol. B,
p. 3238,

#: Memorandum of General Walters, Vol. 7,
EX. 101, pp. 204848,
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ants.® In February 1973, the CIA was asked
by the White House to take custody of Justice
Depariment files on Watergate, but the re-
quest was denied ®

Mr. McCorfl testified that at the time of
the Watergate trial, pressure was brought on
himself and other defendants to claim for
purposes of a defense that Watergate was a
CIA operation 7

The FBI was likewise abused in numerocus
ways. Some of these, such as turning over
Hunt’s files to Mr. Gray, have been well doc-
umented. But there were other examples.
The FBI set up the so-called Kissinger wire~
taps outside channels, effectively insulating
them from routine discovery and account-
ability, and at the President’s instructions,
Mr. William Sullivan (who had supervised
the wiretaps) turned over all evidence of
them to the White House when it was re~
portedly related to the President that Hoover
might use them to preserve his job.® The
FBI ran an investigation of CBS newsman
Daniel Schorr, in what was a White House
tactic to embarrass him, according to one
withess.2® .

Mr. Ehrlichman testified that he was in-
structed after the Watergate break-in to see
to it that the FBI investigation did not un-
cover the Ellsberg break-in or get into the
Pentagon Papers episode,®

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan now
be recognized under the order previously
entered, without prejudice to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) . :

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MeTcaLr), Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr.- HART. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to have the opportunity today
to join the Senator from (‘onnecticut
(Mr, WEICKER), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CrURCH), and the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. Bager) in introducing
proposed legislation for a joint committee

215 Testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, p. 1937.

28 On February 9, 1973, Mr. Dean called the
new Director of the CIA, Mr. Schlesinger, and
suggested that the Justice Department
be required to return to the CIA a package
of all the materials turned over to Justice
regarding Hunt and the break-in at Dr.
Flelding’s office. Mr. Schlesinger and General
Walters decided this was “out of the ques-
tion”. Testlmony of ‘General Walters, Vol. 9,
pp. 3417-19.

27 Testimony of James McCord, Vol. 1, pp.
193-98. |

28In July, 1972, Mr. Sullivan, Associate
Director of the FBI, informed Mr. Mardian
of the existence of “some very sensitive na-
tional security survelllance logs that were
not . . . in-channel”, that Mr. Hoover might
use to preserve his job. Mr. Mardian then
flew by courler plane to see the President in
San Clemente, who directed him to obtain
the reports from Mr. Sullivan and deliver
them to Mr. Ehrlichman. Testimony of
Robert Mardian, Vol. 6, pp. 2392-93.
—#3Mr. Haldeman requested Mr. Higby to
direct the FBI to investigate Daniel Schorr.
But “to the dismay of the White House, Mr,
Hoover proceeded with a full field wide-open
fnvestigation"” which became apparent and
“put the White House in a rather scrambling
position to explain what had happened.”
Ultimately the White House attempted.to ex-
plain that Mr. Schorr was being considered
for a Presidential avpointraent in the en-
vironmental field. Testimony of John Dean,
‘Vol. 3, 1071,

%0 Testimony of John Ehrlichman, Vol. 6,
p. 2644.
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to oversee and evaluate the intelligence
gathering, surveillance, and covert polit-

4cal action undertaken by our national

intelligence estabfishment. )

Such an idea i not new. It has been
proposed and sidetracked in the past.
But as the distinguished Senstor from
North Carolina ‘Mr. ErviN) often re-
minds us, the Bible speaks cf a time
and & season for everything. Now is the
time, the season, ior such a committee.

Hopefully, one legacy of Watergate and
of revealed efforts to subvert elected gov-
ernments abroad will be this overdue
step to reassert <emocratic control over
foreign policy and to preserve 2 free en-
vironment here ii: America.

To create such a committee does not
require criticism of past efforts by ex-
isting oversight subcommittees in each
House of Congress to monitor particular
portions of the intelligence community.
We can recognize the sharp increase in
public concern over the threat of im-
proper surveillance and other clandes-
tine activity by Government agencies.
We can recognire as the Senator from
Connecticut has just emphasized, that
Congress needs the WHenefit of compre-
hensive scrutiny of all Government in-
telligence, surveiilance and covert politi-
cal operations if it is to carry out its
constitutional responsibilities and to re-
assure the public.

And finally, wr can recognize that such
systematic evaliuation and monitoring
can best be dore by a joint committee
with the broadest charter, the resources
and the status comparable to the Joint
Atomic Energy fJommittee.

Mr. President. we have hatl consider-
able discussion in the past year of such
problems as the alleged national secu-

-rity wiretaps on newsmen snd others,

the so-called piumbers’ operations, the
FBI “Co-Intel-Pro” effort to “dis-~
rupt and discredit dissidert political
groups, and Arm.y surveillance of Ameri-~
can citizens. These and many other is-
sues which would be addressed by the
joint committee proposed here today will
be the subject of further comment as
the merits of this bill are debated. To-
day, let me confine my remarks to
another import:nt area of oversight cov-
ered by this proposal: covert political
operations in foreign countries.

Last week th« Center for National Se-
curity Studies held a very significant
conference on the conduct of covert po-
litical operations—as distinct from in-
telligence gathering—hby our clandestine
agents in other countries. Participants
included former CIA officials, CIA Di-
rector William Colby, others who have
held responsibie positions In the na-
tional security ;nachinery of our Govern-
ment, and informed journalists and
scholars. One point which emerged from
the conference. sessions was that sev-
eral strawman arguments raight easily
divert attention from the real issues in
regard to covert operations. It is impor-
tant to keep in mind what the issues are
and what they are not. =

Those who defend the present opera-
tions of the (‘TA and its oversight by
Congress suggrst that critics naively fail
to appreciate nur need for accurate in-
telligence. That is nonsense. No one, in-
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cluding those of us introducing this bill,
doubts the importance of intelligence
about what is happening in the world—
or about what might happen which could
endanger American security. And, of
course, we appreciate that the balance
of nuclear deterrence particularly re-

quires accurate, strategic intelligence.

To. question the extent of our covert
political capability and activities is nei-
ther to imply that intelligence is bad nor
that we do not need a CIA. Some intelli-
gence gathering must be covert. But we
must keep in mind that much of it is
derived from careful analysis of open
sources or diplomatic reporting. Most of
the rest, especially in the ecrucial area
of strategic intelligence on nuclear
weapons, comes from technical means
such as satellite reconnaissance.

Moreover, evaluation of intelligence is
done by the analysts of the CIA’s Direc-
torate for Intelligence—and their coun-
terparts at other agencies—and not by
the covert operators. Indeed, one of the
concerns about covert operations is that
they not only may have a distorting ef-
fect on our professed foreign policy
goals but also that they distort the pri-
orities of the intelligence community. I
think this is true particularly for the
CIA. In some instances, the past or cur-
rent, operations, or future plans, of cov-
ert operations may even affect the objec-
tivity of the intelligence analyses pro-

_vided our top policymakers and to Con-

gress,

In short, the organization of the na-
tional security establishment to obtain
and use intelligence is -an important
question for our proposed committee to
examine. But it is distinct from the more
pressing question of the impact which
covert political operations have, both in
other countries and ultimately in our
own society.

Second, if our concern is to enhance
the intelligence function and not to do
away with it, neither are we saying that
the United States should never, under
any circumstances, interfere with the in-
ternal affairs of other nations. We could .
not rid ourselves of that option entirely
even if we wanted to do so.

But there is a legitimate concern
about the far-flung empire of thousands
of agents or contract employees, of large
commereial cover operations, airlines,
banking operations, and a large bureauc-
racy which together create a tremendous
momentum to use the Agency’s covert
“assets” because they are there.

While we may hear a lot about the
threat posed by Russia’s nuclear arsenal,
covert political operations have long
since proved of little value against such
closed societies. Such operations are not
aimed in any significant degree at Mos-~
cow or Peking today.

Rather they are aimed at so-called

third-world countries where penetration

and political corruption or clandestine
use of force may be easier but the threat
posed to national security of the United
States is also much more difficult to
perceive.

As Director Colby noted in a speech be-
fore the conference on covert operations
last week, the world and our perception
of our interests have changed substan-
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tially and this has affected the impor-
tance of covert operations. Let me quote
briefly from what he sald:

It is advocated by some that the United
States sbandon covert action. This is & le.
gitimate question, and in light of current
American policy, as I bave indicated, it wou.d
not have a major impact on our current ac-
tivites or the current security of the Unfte
States. I belleve, however, thet & sovereigi
nation must look ahead to changing circam-
stances. I can envisage [sic] situations in
whick the United States migh: well need ta
conduct cover: action in the face of sorme
new threat that developed in the world.

As he clarified in response to questions
at the conference, it is Mr. Colby's view
that no operations currently underway or
contemplated are vital to our security at
this time.

His main argument seems 1o be thet we
should maintain this capability becaust
tirnes may change.

No one can deny that the future is un-
certain, but against that we must weigh
the known costs of maintaining this ca-
pability under current executive branch
decislon procedures and congressional
oversight.

In Laos the President waged a secres
war financed and run by the CIA. The
Coastitution says nothing about a secret;
war—a concept which the Executive now
seems to take as its perogative. The Con-
stitution does not give the President
power to order advisers who are nomi-
nally civillans into the fleld to make war
in the secret name of the United States.

In Chile we admittediy spent millions
of dollars over many years. First we
tried to keep former President Allende
out of power, and then when he was
duly elected, to “destabilize” his govern-
ment. We are now told that the latter
effort, which even a high school student
could suspect would spark a coup, was
necessary to “preserve the forces of
democracy in Chile.”

Indeed, former CIA officials and pres-
ent representatives of the State Depart-
ment have suggested that Allende’s gov-
ernment was not to be taken seriously
because it was elected by 8 mere plural-
ity. Well, so are many elected officials in
the United States, includlng U.8. Sen-
ators.

I am afraid we may be giimpsing an at-
titude all too reminiscent of the Ameri-
can military officer in Vietnam who
blandly explained to newsmen that we
had to destroy 2 Vietnam village in order
to save it. Are we also prepared to sub-
vert the democratic political process in
other countries in order to “promote the
torces of democracy ?” The result in Chile
at least has been to precipitate a repres-
sive abolition of constitutional govern-~
ment and widespread violation of mini-
mal civil lberties.

We bhad best extricate ourselves from
the quicksand of such Orwellinn double-
speak before it is too late. The first step
is to take a very careful look at our
covert operntions.

Al home the consequences have been
equaily troubling: The perceived need
to deny covert operations has led official
after offieial in successive administre-
tions to lie to the Congress, or, as the
Executive seems to prefer to cescribe it,
to deceive without actuaily lying. Thus,

Congress was not told about the secret
war in Laos because, as one official later
explained. the right question was not
asked. When Mr. Helms was asked the
right question about Chile, he seems to
have Hed.

Nothing is more corrosive to constity-
donal government than deception of
Congress by the Executive. If that is the
price for eovert operations, it is too high
a price. It becomes an absurd price when
even the Director of Centra! Intelligence
asserts that cancelling al! such opera-
tions would not now have 4 major Im-
pact on our security,

The existence of this covert apparatus
terapts Presidents to use it for {llegiti-
mnate purposes, It is unnecessary to recite
tguin the degree of CIA invoivement in
Watergate, much of it denied until ex-
posed In Senator Bakea's extremely im-
portant report. But we must ask if we
have learned anything, Are we simply
to count on the hope that no future
President will be equallv tempted?

It is virtually impossible for Congress
to exercise its responsibilities when it is
ignorant of the facts. Congress could not
long be kept {n the dark about operations
such as the Laotian one if a mafjority of
both Houses were to insist—by exercising
their power of the purse-—that Congress
shiould be informed. Cateh 22, of course.
is that we cannot demand to be told In-
formation unless we know what thsat in-
formation is, and if we knew in the first
place, we would not need to be told.

As Morton Halpern and Jeremy Stone
put it in an earlier analysis of this
problem-—

The Executive branch shrives on secracy
Decause secrecy frees It from Congressional,
Judizial and public scrutiny. But the Con-
gress suflers from secrecy bhecsuse its power
is hased on the ability to expaose, to rally
public opinion, to matntain diaiogue between
ronstituents and elected oMcials and the
Préss.

Ir. a sense this problem is simply one
pert of the larger question of secrecy in
regard to all aspects of national security
affairs—-Congress cannot obtain all the
informntion it needs, or if it does obtain
it, cannot use it to make & case to the
Armerican people, because ths informa-
tion is secret.

To a great extent, the hest approach to
this iarger difficulty muy be the most
dizect: simply to poins out that the
Emperor has no clothes and that much
of the withheld materfal need not be
secret for any reason other than to pro-
tect the Executive from criticism or em-
barrassment.

But covert operations sre inherently
secret, If they are made public they then
become, by definition, part of our overt
foreign policy. One cannot say: “Make
them public and let us have a national
debate on whether we should engage in
this particular covert operation.” But one
can ask: “Is this trip reslly necessary?
Do such large scale and frequent covert
operations make sense. When should we
be undertaking them?”

We can discuss and demanc informs-
tion regarding past covert operations.
We can insist that the Congress and the
American people be made aware of, and
understand the implications of the kinds

Approved For Rolaner3eiie! ritbR BT RPR1A000100080003 Y er 19, 1974

of govert activities we engage in abroad
and the extent and frequency with which
we undertake them.

All of this 1s essential for Congress to
be able to conduct meaningful oversight
of foreign policy—oversight which does
not prove superficial or irrelevant in light
of Subsequently revealed secret opera-
tions.

But for me the most important long-
range issue is the understanding by the
Amgrican people of the impact such op-
erations can have on our own socjety.
What is Its impact on the Government's
general attitude toward decepiion, on
the = Government’s general attitude
toward dissident po'itical views viewed
as a threat to stobility or on its attitude
toward using dirty tricks and other ques-
tionable means to achieve desired ends?

Mr. President, Disraell once sald of a
political opponent that his consclence
had become an accomplice rather than
2 morn] guide. It is important we make
sure that our national! consclence re-
mains & guide and does not become our
mera accomplice, Strengthened oversight
of all clandestine activity is an essential
element of that resolve.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article by Morton H.
Halperin and Jeremy J. Stone on this
subjact from which I quoted be included
in the Recoro at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rzcorp,
as foBows:

SECRECY AMD COvVERT INTELLIGENCE COLLEC-
TION AND OPERATIONS
(By Morton H. Halperin and Jeremy J. Stone)

We aim in this paper to assess the effects
of secrecy on the conduct of American covert
intelligence collection and covert operations,
and the effects of those programs on Ameri-
can saclety and forelgn policy. We begin with
& desaription of the structure by which the
executive branch plans end carries out covert
Intelligence collection and operations and
then .briefly discuss covert activities In
which' the United States has engaged since
World, War II. This 18 followed by an analysis
of the:costs of such operations, with particu-
lar emphasis on the deciston-making within
the ex¢cutive branch, the effect on American
soclety, and the effects on American foreign
policy. We conciude with an analysis of the
covert: operations and intelligence programs
and some specific recommendations.

I. THE BTRUCTDRE OF COVERT INTELLIGENCE
AND OPERATIONS

The only Congressional authorization for
covert intelligence operations is contained
In the .Congressional Act of 1947, which cre-
ated the entire national! security system as
well ag the Central Intelligence Agency. The
Act listed the primary functions of the CIA
a3 advising the National Security Counci! on
intelligence matters and correlating and
evaluating Inteliigence related to national
security. The ffth item lasted under the
functions of the CIA, under the dlrection
of the National Security Council, was: “to
perform such other funetions and dutles re-
iated to intelligence affecting the nationsl
security as the National Security Council
mAay from time to time direct.”

Based upon this very general Congressional
authorfty, Presidents have authorized the
CIA toiengage In covert intelligence collec-
Hon end covert operations. Over the years,
a struciure has grown up within the Ameri-
can government for devising such programs
and for implementing them.

At the heart of the covert operations is the
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CIA. Within the CIA such operations are cen-
tered in the “Plans Directorate,” under the
Deputy Director of the CIA for Plans (known
a3 the DDP). Under the DDP there is an as-
sistant in charge of each region of the world
and operators dealing with particular coun-
tries or areas. These officials are drawn large-~
ly from a career service of covert operators
within the CIA. This group is distinct from
the career intelligence analysts, who serve
only in Washington and only in the evalua-
tion of intelligence material. The covert op-
erators (who have a “cover’” identification
indicating that they work for the Depart-
ment of Defense, the State Department, or
some other agency ofr private organization)
alternate between assignments in the CIA
headquarters in Langley, Virginia, and as-
signments overseas.

American embassies have a separate section
staffed by career covert intelligence operators
from the CIA. The head of this unit, who is
one of the senior officials of the embassy
below the ambassador, is known as the CAS
(apparently standing for Chief at Statlon).
This unit maintains lts own communica-
tions systems with Washington. In friendly
countries, its members often operate as llai-
son with the local intelligerice services, but
in all cases they are avallable for the plan-
ning of covert intelligence collection and
operations,

The only other resources known to be in
the fleld to conduct covert intelligence op-
erptlons are the mlilitary attachés attached
to most American embassles. In addition, the
service intelligence divisions operate intelli-
gence-collection stations on land, and aboard
ships and airplanes. Many of these operations
are under the guspices of the National Secu-
rity Agency, the group chargesd with the col-
lecting of communications signals and their
evaluation.,

The National Security Council Act pro-
vided that other 3ctivities should be con-
ducted only when the National Security
Councll shall direct them from time to time.
In fact, procedures have grown up which
provide for continuing authorization to the
CIA to conduct covert operations and which
put the initiative in the hands of the CIA
to come forward with proposals. Beginning
in the late 1950s, covert Intelligence collec-
tion and operations have been approved by
a committee chaired by the Special Assistant
to the President for National Security Af-
fairs. The existence of the committee and its
membership have never been publicly an-
nounced, and its name (or rather the number
by which it is designated) has changed from
time to time. It is now apparently known as
the Forty Commlittee, because 1ts duties were
redefined in National Security Decision Mem-

- orandum number 40. )

In addifion to the Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Security Affairs, the mem-
bers of the Forty Committee are the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Under Secretary of
State for Political Affairs, and the Director
of Central Intelligence. .Each member is
staffed by his own department or agency.
For the Director of Central Intelligence, the
staffing 1s done by his Deputy Director of
Operations and staff; for the Under Secre-
tary of State, by a small group under an
Assistant Director of the Bureau of Intelli-
gence and Research in the Department of
State; for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs,
by the Speclal Assistant to the Chairman for
Counter Insurgency and Special Activitles
(SACSA). Until very recently, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense was staffed simply by
one of his military assistants, who relied
primarily on the evaluations from the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. It is possible that this func-
tlon has more recently been taken over by
the new Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence. The Chairman of the Forty
Committee, the President’s Assistant for Na-
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tional Security Affairs, has in the past been
staffed simply by a liaison officer assigned by
the CIA.

Proposals for covert intelligence collection
or operations normally come from the sec-
tion of the DDFP charged with the relevant
geographic area, and, after informal discus-
sion among the staffs of the members of the
Forty Committee, they are approved by the
Committee itself. In some cases, the pro-
posals come from other members of the
committee.

Evaluation of the proposals :s limited to
the members of this Commitiee and the
staffs designated Jor this purpose. Under nor-
mal procedures, a proposal for a covert oper-
atlon in Latin America, for example, would
not be cleared by the State Depurtment desk
officer dealing +with that Latin American
country or by tie Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary, or even. in some cases, the Assistant
Becretary for Laiin American Affairs. Like-
wise, 1t would noi. be cleared by the Regional
Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Office of
International Security Affairs in the Pen-
tagon, or even by the Assistant Secretary or
the - military officers in the Joint Staff
charged with pla:ining and policy toward the
particular Laftin American country. Within
the CIA itself, proposals for covert opera-
tions are normally not staffed by the Intel-
ligence Branch of the CIA charged with col-
lating and evalusting intelllgence materials
from all sources. In exceptional cases, par-
ticular people from these various organiza-
tions may be broiight in to consult on a par-
ticular problem, but only at the sufferance
of the officials formally involved,

Covert operations and Intelligence-gather-
ing is conducted, then, under & cloak of what
we will call Sup=sr Secrecy. Executive Order
10501 specifically prohibited any classifica-
tion other than fhe three categories it set
out (“top secret.” *secret,” “confidential”)
and others authcorized by law (s.ach as those
involving cryptciogy and atomic energy).
Nevertheless, covert operations carry addi-
tional classificatinn markings, and access to
them depends on an additional set of clear-
ances whose very oxistence is classified. Thus,
information aboiit them is limited very se-
verely, even within the execulive branch.
Mcst of this papar is devoied to an analysis
of the consequenc<es of this S8upe:r Secrecy for
executive-branch decision-making, for the
American constit-itional system, and for the
conduct of Ameriran foreign policy.

II. THE RANGE OF COVERT INTELLIGENCE
COLLECTI()N AND OPERATIONS

Covert intelligence operations are of many
different kinds ai.d raise quite different is-
aues. The best known concern covert intel-
ligence-gathering. At the beginaing of the
cold war, the United States had planes en-
gaged in short dashes into Soviet territory.
Later, the U-2 flights overflew the territory
and a special teciinology was developed for
just this purpose. Stationed around the
“Communist bloc.” there are planes and ships
gathering electronic intelligence—informa-
tion on the plane: flying through Soviet air-
space, transcripts of the conversations of the
pilots in them, characteristics ol Soviet ra-
dars, information on Soviet space and missile
firings, and so or. The Pueblo, captured .off
North Korean shores, was such a ship. More
information comes from satellites encircling
the globe and transmitting or dropping in-
formation to earth. From satellites, very good
pictures of the ground can now bz develoned.

Covert intelligei.ce gathering also involves
the more traditio: al spy, although the rela-
tive effectiveness >f spying has greatly de~
creased. Spies rur. the gamut from agents
injected into a foreign territory, to foreign-
ers recruited for this purpose, <o paid in-
formers in friendiy or neutral governments,
to sympathizers of many kinds and degrees.
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The Soviet colonel Oleg Penkovsky is prob-
ably the best-known example of a spy.

Beyond covert intelligence-gathering 1lie
the activities in support of political groups
in a foreign country. Here a line is crossed’
between efforts to get information and ef-
forts to manipulate. Politieal parties, labor
unions, student groups, and military officers,
etec., may be given funds, information, or
other help in an effort to win influence over
them and to advance shared aims. The first
such operation was apparently the massive
American intervention in the 1948 Italian
election. Later, the United States apparently
sought to buy votes in the French National
Assembly to secure ratification of the Euro-
pean Defense Community Treaty.

Still greater involvement occurs when in-
surgent movements get covert support. Here,
the United States takes a hand In actlve
struggle. Examples include Indonesia in 1948.
Tibet after 1949, Cuba under Batista, China
immediately after the Communist revolu-
tion, and Katanga. In Iran, the Unlted States
sponsored a countercoup to restore the Shah.

Still greater support is involved when the
United States seeks to pive covert ald to for-
elgn military forces. Here we have assistance
to the South Vietnamese against the North,
to the secret army in Laos, and to the King
of Jordan.

At the end of this spectrum lié major co~
vert military operations. In 1949 the United
States air-dropped hundreds of agents into
Albania in an effort, much like that of the
Bay of Plgs (another example), to over-
throw the Albahian government. Tipped off
by the Soviet spy Harold Philby, the Albani-
‘ans had no trouble putting down the revo-
lution.

Sometimes, covert operations involve do-
mestic manipulations, and foreign opera-
tions abroad require domestic covers. Travel
organizations, student organizations, busi-
nesses, foundations, and American labor
unions may all be asked to help in providing
a base for covert CIA operations. Alternately,
they may be infiltrated—with few, if any,
of their own higher-ups being aware of it.

Lastly, the United States government can-
not credibly deny any involvément in dra-
matic attacks or incidents abroad, a coup
in Cambodia or an Israell attack on Leb-
anon promptly brings charges of CIA In-
volvement,

II. DISTORTIONS IN DECISION-MAKING

The Super Secrecy system wunder which
decisions about covert operations are made
increases the chances that such operations
will be chosen over.more desirable alterna-
tives, reduces the effectiveness with which
they are designed and carried out, distorts
decislon-making within the executive
branch, and reduces the effectiveness of in- -
telligence evaluation.

The Super Becrecy of covert operations
increases the chances that the President will
choose covert action rather than other, de-
sirable options, which might be adopted
given a free and open debate within the ex-
ecutive branch—and even more clearly if
the Congress and the public were involved.

American Presidents face multiple audi-
ences. Whatever the President does 1s seen
not only by the foreign group against which
he may be directing his action but also hy
leaders and active groups in other countries,
by the Congress, and by the American public.
One of the major attractions of covert oper-
ations is that with them one avoids the
multiple-audience problem. If something is
conducted in secret, then one can avoid the
fight over means (as well as ends) which
erupts when other audiences perceive an
ongoing operation. For example, when Presi-
dent Nixon was asked in the summer of 1970
why the United States had been willing to
send military forces to Vietnam to prevent
the Communist take-over but was not will-
ing to send American military forces to
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Cnile to prevent a Marxist government from
coming Iinto powser. he replied that the
United States could not send military forces
to Chile without provoking an adverse po-
1ttical reaction in she rest of Latin America.
Though he did not make 1t clesr at the
time, it was later revealed that the United
Statos government had engaged in covert
operations in Chile. These operations avolded
the political cutcry which would come from
an over. step, such as the introduction of
American forces,

As comparsd to alternatives, the necessary
approva: for covert operations is easier to
obtain. The President himself can often
usually authorize them without having o
go to Congress for funds or to make 8 pubiic
justification. They slso seem cheap and easy
because they can usuaily be disavowsd, if
necessary. Indeed, the working definition of
a covert operation appears to be that it is
one which can be disavowed wita tmpunity.
As with many other aspects of covert opera-~
tions of this kind, extreme optirism seems 10
sccompany the evaluation of this Imctor.
Thus, in the cases of both the U-3 and the
Bay of Pigs, an explicit element of the cal-
culation leading to the authorization of the
plap was the belief that it could be dis-
avowed with a cover story if it was dis-
covered

The mechanism of decision-making alsc
tends to blas the system toward the choos-
ing of covert options. When the United
States government is faced with & problem,
meetings are held to discuss the range of
overt possibilities; they are weighed against
each other in an adversary procedure that
will permit critics of one proposal to be
heard while the proponents of that pro-
posal are present. Covert operations are not
discussed at such meetings, but are consid-
ered separately st meetings from which ad-
vocetes of other propomals, and critics of
covert operations, are excluded. "ndeed, par-
ticipants in meetings conslderinrg avert op-
tions are often not aware that covert alter-
natives are being considersed at other meet-
ings. Those advocating covert operations-can
bring them up through the mechanism of
the Forty Committes, and thus do not have
to compets for the time and nttentlon of
top-level decislonmakers.

These same factors serve to reduce effi-
ciency in the design and execution of covert
operations. The Super Secrecy increases the
probability that covert operations will be
designed and implemented poorly and with
lttie regard for the realities of the extarnal
world or for appropriate principles of Ameri-
can behavior. Many problems ariss precisely
pecnuse the circle of people involved in co-
vert operations i3 kept so very small and is
Iimited to people who tend to be sympathetic
to such operations,

Other msspects of covert operations add to
tne general difficulties of getting any opera-
tion evaluated by the people responsible for
devising it and later responsible for its execu-
tior:,, Por example, the “play god” aspect of
covart work—Involving as it often does inter-
vention in the internal affairs of other na-
tiors—tends to attract people who are likely
to ne insensitive to the difficulties of the
work and to its implications for American
constitutional procedures. Morecver, the cab-
alism-—the close working relationship he-
tween the small number of peopie involved-—
substantirlly reduces the chance that any
insider wiil object to somebody else's favorite
schame. Officials involved from other agencies
are often simply on loan from the CIA or
intimately connected with CIA operations.

As In all policy areas, the responsible of-
ficinls have an interest in keeping the num-
ber of participants down and to exclude those
who are likely to be erities. In covert intelll-
gence operations, a special tonl facilitates
such exclusion: the special clearanoces re-
quired for such operations. A "top secrat’
clenrarnce I8 not sufficlent; one must get spe-

cigl clearances the existence of which are
nos even known to officlals who do not have
such clearaaces, Moreover, authority to grant
themn 18 in the hands of the cfcials who
menhage the programs, who can use thia 100l
to exclude anyone they fear might be skeptl-
cal or critical

Sormaily, an ofMcial observing an ongoing
pollcy which he sees as a threat to his or-
ganizalion's interests, or to the nationsl-
security interest as he defines it, would st-
terapt to fight his way into the process. He
*ouid argue that he has s special expertiss
to contribute or that the jnteresta of his
orguruzation are involved. In covert opera-
tions. Super Secrecy makes it extremely dif-
Acult for this to oceur.

Pirst of ali, the official usually does not
kno# that the sctivitdes ars under consider-
atios or belng irmplemented. The existence of
the special clearances makes it difficult to
assers & tight (0 be iovoived. sinee one is
asserting the need for & clearance whose
existince one 1s not suppcsed v kxnow and
whicn is supposedly Kept to a small number
of peaple. Thus, someone attempiing to fight
his way into the svaluation of a covert opera-
tion faces not only the normal dificulties of
geuting Into a new poiicy arena but special
problems of appesring tc be jeopardising
security resqulrements,

As 3 result, a person. wko finally does get
clearsd for a particular operation is Ukely to
feel that he has been admitted on the suf-
ferance <f the planners. He knows he will
continue to be involived only if he acoepts the
basic principles involved and presents his
criticism on the edges of the operation.
Someone who is akeptical about covert opera-
tions in genersl, or cover: opsrations in 8
particular area, Is 11kely nov to get the nececs-
sary clearances. If be does, he may feel that
he must mute his views o find himself 50~
Iated and, ultimately, hsve his clearance
withdrawn.

With the circle of those “in the know"”
kept so small, those In it tend to discount
the views of other government officials who
sr: not aware of the details of covert opera-
tlons For oxample, expert estimated of the
urniiketihood of & successful  antl-Castro
operation in Cubs In 188] were discounted
by the officials who knew about the Bay of
Pigs operation. These officials xnew they were
the only ones receiving all the reports from
our covert operations in Cuba; intelligence
analysts in the CIA and State Department
were discounted becauss they had not re-
celved some of the reports “rom covert agenis
operating within Cuba.

The process by which proposals for covert
operations move up through the narrow
group of those with pecessary clearance re-
duces the likelihood that the senior oficials
on. the Forty Committee will examine them
critically. Proposais that come before the
Committee are unanimous because of the
close working relationships of the staffs in-
volved, and they tend to be rubber-stamped
by the committes, Presumably. they are also
rubber-stamped by the Prasident when they
aré brought tu his attention. The lack of
vigorous dissent, so comman with other pro-
posals of a8 controversial nature, leads to
rotitine approval,

“The Inability of toh officials to maintain
control 18 particularly acute when an oper-
ation 18 very large. FPor then the danger of
adverse political consequences existe If the
operation is halted after it is well on Its
wav. In the cess of the Bay of Pigs, President
Kennedy was confronted with statements
from Alien Dulles that 1f the operation were
to e canceled, Cuban refugees who had been
recrulted would talk about It and cause
polistesl problams because of the i(ntense
anti-Castro fesling then rampant In the
Tnited States.

Ome form of monitoring is often entirely
absent in the case of covert activities. The
press provides one critical aspect of the
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monitgring system over the President and
other top oficials. This does not occur with
& cover: operation unless 1t reaches such pro-
portions that the press in the fleld begins
to learn of it. (Paradoxically, in such cases
the press may serve to alert other parts of
the Urnited States government to what is
going on. This appears to have been the case
in Lads through the 1960s, where covert
activities came to the attention of many
governinent offictals through press reports
from Laos.}

Supér Secrecy siso reduces the possibility
of effettive monitoring within the American
governjuent. The acknowledged need for
flexibility in covert operations often makes
it easy to justify discretionary authority for
officisl$ in the fisld to implement an ap-
proved plan. Ambassadors who sometimes
provide efrective monitoring or control otten
do not know, end do not want to know, about
CIA operations in their countries. Moreover,
the CIA controls !ts own money, people, and
communications channels to Washington,
often enabiing it to move without normal
futerngl executive-branch monittoring, by-
passing skevtics who might otherwise try to
persuade the President that it was an error
and should be sbsndoned.

Buper Secrecy of decision-making and ex-
ecution of covert operations also casts a
shadow over exscutive-branch decision-
making in genera. on national security mat-
ters. Creating a special class of those with
& “needi to xnow"™ for covert operations tends
to give le a sense that on all matters
they are better informed than others.

Moreover, within the government, lying
becomes an saccepted habit. In order to pro-
tect the existence .of additional clearances
and of covert operations, officials with access
to information about these things must
routinely decelve other officiais, This lying
breeds cynicism and contempt for those who
are lled to, and this must influence the en-
tire pattern of decision-making.

The most obvious demonsiration of how
Super: Secrecy distorts executive-branch de-
cision-making is in the CIA itself. The CIA
was ehvisioned by Preesident Truman, who
called for ite creation, and by the Congress
that suthorized if, primarily If not exclusive-
1y as an Intelligence-evaluation organization.
Prior to its creation, Presldent Truman re-
ceived Intelligence reports from each of the
armed services and from the State Depart-
ment. He felt the need for a single agency
which would collate and evaluate these re-
ports and which would do so without the
Dbias that an operating agency had in favor of
its own programs. Thus, Truman wabpted a
professional and independent intelligence
capability.

This conception of the CIA's role differs
markedly from reality because of covert in-
telligence operations. The CIA has always
been dominnted by officials whose primary
concefn has been covert operations rather
than jntelligence or evaluation. The only ca-
reer officials to be named heads of the CIA—
Allen  Dulies, Richard Helms, and Willlam
Colbys—rose through the covert side of the
agency, and Helins and bolby were former
DDP's before becoming Directors. The domi-
nance of covert operations within the CIA
hes diminished the quslity of personnel on
the intelligence side. The officials who work
on intelligence evaluation recognize that they
are not operating in a totally hospitable en-
vironment and are uniikely to rise to the

Moreover, decause of its involvement In
operations, the CIA 1z not the neutral intel-
iigende-evaluation organ that President Tru-
man end others envisioned. It has a policy
ax to grind concerning its covert operations
The Director of Central Intelligence is re-
juctapt to put out intelligence reports that
contradict 8 view that the CIA is pressing in
the Porty Commlittee or In other covert in-
telligence channels. Super Becrecy of co-
vert operations also reduces the quality of its
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intelligence over-all in that the evaluators
are often uninformed of covert operations
and of matters that would enhance their
abllity to make sensible Intelligence inputs.

Thus, the covert operations staff domin-
ating the CIA weakens 1t in its primary func-
tlon of providing objective intelligence evalu-
atlon of ongoing problems. The Vietnam war
fllustrates this well. The Penetagon Papers
Teveal that intelligence analysts in the CIA
frequently produced much more sensible
estimates of the sttuation in Vietnam than
other parts of the intelligence community
did. What the Pentagon Papers do not indi-
cate, because they did not draw on the files
of American covert operations, is that the
DDP was as wrong on Vietnam as any other
part of the government. The CIA was heavily
involved in covert operations in Vietnam, in-
cluding the training and arming of ethnic
minorities. The CIA operators were optimistic
ahout the success of thelr brograms, and the
great weight of the CIA effort within the
government was to defend these programs
rather than to push the consequences of the
péssimistic intelligence evaluations.

IV. HOW COVERT OPERATIONS DISTORT THE -

AMERICAN CONSTITUTIONAL SYSTEM

The American constitutional system is
fundamentally distorted by secrecy-—al-
though the different branches of government
are affected in different ways.

The executive branch thrives on secrecy
because secrecy frees it from Congressional,
Judicial, and public oversight. But the Con-
gress suifers from secrecy because its power
is based on the abllity to expose, to rally
public opinion, to maintain a dialogue he-
tween constituents and elected officials and
.with the press. When a Congressman is told
that CIA operations are Super Secret, self-
Interest makes him brefer not to know any-
thing about it. These secret operations are
.dangerous to him—he may be accused of hay-
ing breached gsecrecy If the matter gets out,
yet the information is of no political use to
him unless. it can be made public. Only a
Sense of duty can sustain his ‘willingness to
barticipate in hearings.on such matters. In-
deed, in the House of Representatives, the
CIA subcommittee of the Apprapriations Sub-
committee has g membership that is secret,
The Congressmen do not want it known who
they are! .

The Congressmen risk heing asked whether
they knew of covert operations. In 1971 Sen-
ators John Stennis and Allen Ellender—the
Chairmen of the Armed Bervices and Appro-
priations committees, as well as of their CIA
oversight subcommittees—sajd that they.
knew nothing about : the CIA-financed war
in Laos, surely the CIA's biggest operation.

- It 18 hard to know whether to believe these
denials, which would suggest enormous laxity
1y oversight.

Covert operations are especially difficult for
Congressmen to come to grips with because
they involve, or seem to involve, men in the
fleld—“our boys.” Every effort has to be made
to protect these men and to bring them back
If caught. Thus the flag is wrapped around
the personnel, if not the funds, that go into
covert operations.

. So Buper Secrecy is at the heart of Con-
gress’ problem in fulfilling its function of
oversight, of CIA operations. Even the author-
ization for CIA activities was promptly dis-
torted in secrecy.
authorized the CIA to: “perform for the bene-
it of the existing intelligence agencies such
additional services of common concern as the
National Security Council determines can be
more effectively accomplished centrally; per-
form such other functions and dutles re-~
lated to intelligence affecting the national
security as” the _National Securlty Council
may from.time to time direct” (1talics added) .

But _ secret directives promptly expanded
these functions, Overthrowing governments,
secret wars, assassinations, and fixing elec-

.

The National Securlty Act .

»

tlons are not done “for the benefit of the
existing intellige:nce agencies,” nor are they
duties “related ti: intelligence.” It is entirely
possible that a eourt might rule such actions
unauthorized by statute. Yet within the ex-
ecutlve branch, secret directives authorize
speclal operation: of all kinds provided they
are small enougl: to be plausibly deniable.
Unfortunately, tliese directivee do not cover
the impossible-:o-deny operations: TU-2
fights, Bay of Pigs, the Iranian coup, the
Laotian war, ete.

A traditional method of Congressional con-
trol is through tie power of the purse—the
control of funding. The Constitution explicit-
1y supports this power of Congress when it
asserts in Article [, Section 8, Clause 7, that:
“No Mocney shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in Conszquence of Appropriations
made by Law; ani g regular Statement and
Account of the Receipts and Expenditures of
all public Money shall be pubdlished from
time to time” (1talics added.). CIA expendi-

~tures are in violation of this canstitutional

clause, sinee no accounting whatsoever is
made public. Indeed, the burial of CIA ex-
penditures in the accounts of other depart-
ments puts the lutter aceounts in violation
of law. They cease t0 be accurate.,

Complete control of funding for covert
operations is evidently delegatzd only to
subcommittees of the Armed Bervices and
Appropriations committees. This, Senator
Stuart Symingtor. would not be permitted
to discuss CIA app ropriations, although he is
on the Appropriazions Committse and the
CIA oversight subcommittee of Armed Serv-
lces, because he is not one of the five senior
members who make up the CIA oversight
subcommittee of appropriations. The full
committees do not: vote on these raatters, nor
are they discussed on the fioor of the Senate
sessfons on the CIA.

The failure of Congress to approve covert
‘operations hampers. its activities in other
ways as well. Conyressmen cannot properly
assess the implications of many foreign
events unless they understand the extent to
which these events were shaped by covert
American operaticns. The Gulf of Tonkin
affir may have becn encouraged by ongoing
covert operations in the Gulf, but ignorant
of these activities. Congressmen considered
any attack on U.S, ships to be “unprovoked.”

Similarly, interpretations of the true de-
sires of Chileans rnay have been based on
election results in Chile which in fact were
manipulated by covert American campaign
contributions. The Laotians may desire to
avold fighting, hut a secret war financed by
8 covert operation may persuade Congress-
men that Laotian: want to continue the
struggle.

Today covert operations are what most
require the Super Secrecy of the CIA.
Electronic intelligence-gathering does not
require it, nor does intelligence assessment.
It is the potentially explosive disclosure of
interference in the internal affairs of other
countries that does.

CIA employees rust take g speeial oath
to maintain CIA secrets, By restricting them
from discussing these matters with their
Congressman or Seaators, the oashs Inter-
fere with our politieal system. Moreover, they
constitute a specisl security system, un-
authcrized—on top of g vartety of other un-
authorized systems {“sensitive,” ete.)

Super Secrecy hes led to the widespread
use, inside the CIA, of lie detectors. This
may be a handy me?hod for detecting double
agents and for other use in covert operations.
But thelr use spreacds to pll CIA employees,
to other branches f government, and into
- the society at large The funds available to

the CIA make i pessible for 1t to pioneer
in a technology thai. undermines traditional
judicial and ethical processes,

Super Secrecy as required by ecovert op-
erations threatens tjie freedom of the press.
For fifteen days, in the first prior restraint
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order in the history of the country agalinst
a daily newspaper, The Washington Post and
The New York Times and other papers were
restralned from publication of the Penta-
Bon Fapers. Part of the government's ob-
Jectlon to publication was its fear of re-

* vealing covert operations and intelligence

collection. And the only ‘permanent in-
Junction against free speech in the history
of the United States has been issued against
Victor Marchetti, a former CIA official—
baged partly upon his secrecy oath and partly
on the need to keep secret the covert op-
erations of which he might have knowledge.

Covert operations have led to Presidential
requests to the press not to publish articles.
In the case of the Bay of Pigs, President
Kennedy urged The New York Times to do
Just that.. When the covert operations are
based in the United States, they can also
interfere with individual rights. An effort to
hide the fact that Tibetans were belng
trained In Colorado mountains led armed
men to surround, and hold at gunpoint, a
number of civillans who happened to wit-
ness their departure. And then the govern-
ment apparently asked The New York Times
not to publish the story.

Covert operations tend to distort the per-
ceptions of foreign policy held not only by
Congressmen but also by scholars and, in
turn, the public. The entire image of U.S.-
Soviet relations during the cold war would
have been significantly different if U.S. pene-
trations of Soviet alrspace had been made
known. It would have shown that not all
the Russians’ fear of encirclement was
“paranoia.”

It 1s possible, with covert operations, to
induce reactions from other nations which
are self-fulfilling. Castro’s anti-American
attitude can be shaped by American sabotage
of which he Is cognizant but the American
public is not. The Chinese knew that Downey
and Fecteau were CIA agents; the American
public did not. The North Vietnamese gauge
our willingness to stay in Indochina by as-
sessing, in part, the commitment shown
through covert operations; the American
public can not, In these matters, Super
Secrecy 1s effectively directed only at the
American public. The “enemy” may under-
stand only too well what is happening, and
sophisticated observers in third countries
may also. But the American public is the
last to know.

Government credibility suffers not only
from acts of omission but also from the
necessity to lle, to cover up. It was a sen-
sation when President Elsenhower lled to
cover up the U-2 incident. The extensive lies
covering up the Bay of Pigs included Ambas-
sedor Adlal Stevenson’s unwittingly untrue
assertions in the U.N, Security Couneil. (Such

-acts are-less sensational now because gov-

ernment credibility has sunk so much lower.)
Even Presidential candidates are forced to
lie, During the Kennedy-Nixon debates in
1960, both candidates were forced to wrestle
with their secret knowledge of plans for the
invasion of Cuba. What to say about Cuban
pbolicy in the face of this knowledge?

The Watergate affair amply documents the
corruption of the political process by grad-
uates of the CIA covert operations branch.
Some of the CIA operatives hired at the lower
level of the caper thought they were still
working for the Agericy. A 'more sophisticated
operative is sald to have gotten help in
locating a suitable locksmith from a CIA
roster. Throughout, the skills and tech-
niques of CIA operators were ready and wait-
ing. And those at higher levels directing the
operatives had seen Mission Impossible and-
knew, or thought they knew, how the game
was played.

The public’s response to Watergate was to
question why anyone should take such risks
for so little. The answer probably lies in the
fact that the administration had “Ingtitu-
tionalized” dirty tricks. The same people

Approved For Releaser 2005/11/21 : CIA-RDP79-00957A000100060003-1



S 1702

had performed other “mission impossibie”
assignments, including breaking into a safe
in Las Vegas, into Deniel Ellsbery’s psvchia-
trist's office in Los Angeles. The resistance
to covert operations was lowered; those who
otherwise might have warned of the dengor
were, 10 that extent, silenced.

Watergate also reveals the dangers of per-
mitting “hardened™ operatlves to work
freely in American soclety. Ordinarily. only
& criminal would be avallable %o do these
break-ins. The crimninal element would have
few contacts with a normal adminlsiration
and would lack the sophistication and ra-
Hability. But a gang of Cubans led by a
covert master spy ltke Howard Hunt 18 an-
other matter. They can inspire confidence
and encourage assignments from sn admin-
istrotion.

The use of private institutions for covert
operations tends to bring ther: all under
suspieien. This is what happered when it
peceme known that the CIA had financad
the National Student Association and about
250 front organizations and conduits. Pre-i-
dens Johnson appeinted a panel headed by
Under Secretary of State Nichclas EKatweo-
pach to review the ground ruies for such
operations. It conciuded.

1. It should be the policy of the United
States Government that no Federal agency
shall provide any covert financial assistance
or support, direct or indirect, to any of the
nation’s educational or private voluntary
organigations.

2. The Government should prompuly de-
velop and establish s public-private mech-
anistn to provide public funds openly for
overseas sctivities or organizations which are
adjudged deserving, in the national tuterest,
of public support.

The first resolution was adopted. But 1t
left & number of loophoies. In the firsi pluce,
orgsnizations that seemed 1O be “privale
voluntary” might not be. They could be
quietly organized as “for profit” and iew
would know. Alternatively, philanthropists
might be enriched, perhaps through stock-
market operations, and they would then en-
dow orgasrnizatlons with covert uses Mean-
while, private businesses could continue to
be funded by CIA.

The second recommendation (08 not seermn
to have been adopted. The irfltration of
private organigations forces people to defend
their “covert stories” and lose thelir integrity.
Friends become unsure whetrer they can
believe each other. Persons wonder whetner
they should accept funds from thls founds-
tion or thaet. To this day, legitimate "Stern
Foundations” are confused with the conduit
“Svern Foundation,” which the CIA used in
1968. The Asla Society and the Asia Founde-
tion have both suffered frotn the deci:ion
of the latter to accept CIA funds. Suspicion
spreads.

V. DISTORTIONS OF AMERICAN FOAEIGN POLICY

When foreign countries are aware of 0.8
covert operations and the American public
is not, the possibility arises cf having owm
government blackmailed by foreign govern-
meants. For example, they may insis: on for-
etgn =id they might not otherwise recefve ir
return for participating in our covert activi-
ties. They may seek ransom for capturec
pliots-—a8 Indonesia did in a case much ke
that ! Gary Powers, They may hold prison.
er3 until the United States sdrits they wers
ClIA agents—apparently China's approach
And since covert operations, uniike eiectronic
intelligence, require assets in place, the sensi-
tive problems of purchasing and mainteining
such assets can increase the risk of black-
mall.

But even when pressure Is not applied, Cia
covert. operations can lead to greater recogni-
tion of or commitment to & government, A&
U.-2 base at Peshawar can buttress a particu-
lar regime in Pakistan. A courntry that gives
us & hase for invading Cubsn, as Guatemais

aig, can discover that we rre committed w
maicosining stability there, If oniy to protect
the hase.

Because these commiiments ars undertak-
en indirectly and without full debate, it is
dificult for anyone Lo be sure where they
wili lead. Laos i3 a good example. The com-
mitment and invoivement imay outrun the
confitet tn Vietnam which -einformed them.
Meanwhiie, the secret war inay decimate the
popuation and  otherwise dramatically
chunjze the original conditinns of conflict.

For businesses abroad. th.o charge of their
po-sinle involvement with CIA cannot Dbe
andwered. The Johnsor adininistration took
the view that one could rot legisiate “'pri-
wate morslity” snd shat, . eny cese, It was
no: tnproper {or businesses L0 couperate with
a gorvernment agency in securing information.
Bul here. as elsewhere, the sscuring of infor-
meiion 1s something of & “oover aoncept” for
envert operations, While it might not be un-
moral, it s poor poikey to perimnil a govern-
mat agency ltke the CIA to get involved
wi.ti businesses around the worid. In the long
rus  American business reimtions will suffer
and -he inevizable charges of government in-
terierence wherever American Husiness Iears
1t nead do our forelgn polbsy no g

The I'I'T case shows how successive levels
of degeneration in function are revealed when
dirty tricks are institutionalized, First, the
NEC I8 requested 1o order covert operations
on an occcusional basis. In time, the CIA s
proposing these operations o a passive NSC.
Thien, in turn, the businesses thiough which
the CIA operates, as In the ITT case, make
propesals to the CIA and try to use the
Agency for i8 own ends. Thus work expands
to 611 the covert possibilities available. Se-
crecy debases control.

The credibility, efficiency, and authority of
Hiats Department official. are undermined

v tne presence of covert CIA operatives. The
CIA has better comununications, better logls-
11, larger and imore ayvallatly sources of
secrat money, and groate:r secutity of com-
munications. Under these circumstances, its
aurhorlty in the fleld can hardly be matched,
If there are CIA operatives around, why
shold sources of information talk to diplo-
mnts? The reported closeness of the late Pres-
et Nasser to American CIA representatives
riviher than to Foreign fervice representa-
tives 18 a case in point. Nassir may have
thought that the real power iay with the
CIA. -

{A operatives undermine trhe effoctiveness
of the Foreign Service not only ay competing
wih 1t but by ihplicitly smearing it. The
legisimate diplomatic operstions abroad can-
noi prove that they are legitimate. While
sMre Bources are atirectec to the CIA, others
are repelled Members of diplorratic missions
arc suspected of being CIA agenis much as
American civillans might wonder If a Sovies
dip.omat is really a KGB pgent

‘The internal power hpiance in a foreign
country can be distorted by the alliance of
tze CIA with certsin elements in it rather
than with others. Ramoi. Magsaysay In the
Frilippines may have rissn to power on the
tasls of help or infurmstion provided him
by the CIA. Others whe do ot cooperate
find  themselves disadviaiiaged, relatively,
even if no action is taken againgt them. From
1the CIA's point of view, small services can
I» of great significanes—a few weapons,
reoney, some investmant iwdvice, dirt on other
members of the governmant, and so on,

Part of the purpose o! CIA political op-
crattons is to gain just such. infiuence se
these operations make possitde. But even
when these "henefits™ aro notl Intended, CIA
wevert operations can still pervert a forsign
governmenti's structure, 'L i kard for a CIA
aperative to be passive. Eome sources will be
asooperating with him; otbers will not, Grai-
aally, even without direat etfort, the CIA---
and the United States--ipay become aligned
with and enccuraging X rather than Y.

pres
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Covert operations seem to encourage rebel-
Hons of revolutions without hope. In Laos,
teen-agers were encouraged to fight against
the Nofth Vietnamese troops until they were
destroyed, In Tibes, guerrillas fought against
the Chinese in hopeless uprisings. In the
Bay of Pigs. miscaiculations only somewhat
iess obvious were made. The dynamic of
covert -activities seems to have & Iogic that
can priduce violence which, on later reflec-
tion, i not worth it.

- VI, GONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The very existence, much less the mode of
operation, of “he CIA’s Directorate of Plans
18 a legacy of the World War II Office of Stra-
tegic Bervices (OS8). In the hot war of the
0SS, any and all nricks were considered con-
sonant with the world-wide struggle against
the Axis, Manv imsaginative and creative per-
sons were driwn into its operations. After
World War II, the OSS was institutionalized
in the: CIA. Many of the 0SS operatives left,
but scine stayed. The pattern of imaginative
fnvolvement in covert operations remalned.
The céld war wat seen, as late as the early
19808, 18 & “long twilight struggle”; CIA co-
vert dperations fell neatly Into that twi-
Hght—na gray area, whose propriety was
burled in secrecy.

Todky, with tae cold war waning, the
CIA is bidding for permanent institutaliza-
tion of its structure and role. Richard Helms
argued that America’s role as a “great power”
demands a CIA even if the cold war does
not. Thus what began in a hot war and grew
in a cold war may come to base its right to
exist §:mply on the permanent fact ol Amer-
ican power.

Mesnwhile. the effectiveness of the CIA's
covert operations in the industrialized world
has viastly diminigshed. In Eurcpe, the in-
stability of the rost-World War II period is
over. We no lcnger need to bribe Italian dock-
workers to unioad our goods. In the Com-
munist industrialized world (and in China).
CIA covert operations are of little effect, even
it desirable. And electronic inteiligence is
providing more than we want to know about
most Fubjects of interest.

As n result, the institutionalization of co-
vert gperations is certain to lead to its infiu-
ence hHeing applied to the Third World—an
area with which we are not at war, and from
which we are not in danger. The governments
are penetrable. The agents have room for
mang.ver. But there I8 little work that needs
1o be done.

In the Third World, nationalism is & proven
foree against the rapid Communist expansion
once feared. Boviet, Chinese, and Amerjcan
interference in Third World states tends only
to produce resistance to & large power's
further involvement. The problem ceases to
be ome of fighting fire with fire. It becomes
one bf gilving competitors enough rope to
hang themselves. No situation better 1Ilus-
trates these principles than Egypt. Unusual
needt in Egyvpt, and unusual Soviet willing-
ness to help, has nevertheless produced a
hlsu:gry of strained relations between the
Egyptians and the Soviets and & drsin on
Soviet resources.

‘The time has come for America to change
its sgrategy ‘rom covert intervention to non-
integvention. When there is no emergency, it
showld be an easy choice to stand for.prin-
ciple. In the long battle for respect and sup-
portiin the Third World, principles and in-
tegrity will be the most important force. The
short-run opportunist approach embuodied
in the CIA's Directorate of Plans sells the
long run short.

Furthermore, it will be increasingly diffi-
cult:to keep covert operations secret. As each
operition is “‘blown,” our reputation will suf-
fer; we live in an era that is increasingly im-
patient with such manipulations. Each cov-
ert ¢peration i3 a time bomb waiting to go
off. :

Covert operations diminish the flexibility
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of American foreign policy when 1t is most
required, in a stage of disengagement. They
tend to link us to éstablished forces and to
encourage the existing tendency of American
policy to resist the popular aspirations in un-
derdeveloped countries.

' Especlally important covert operations
pose a serious threat to democracy at home.
James Madison wrote to Thomas Jefferson on
May 18, 1798: “Perhaps it Is a wihiversal truth
that the loss of liberty at home is to be
charged to provisions agalnst danger, real
or pretended, from abroad.” The effort to
suppress information about covert operations
abroad has already damaged freedom of the
press and freedom of speech in America. The
Pentagon Papers case and the Marchettl case
may be precedents for still more ominous in-
cursions on the First Amendment. Covert in-~
terference abroad is interference with free-
dom at home,

Finally, the greatest Presidential scandal
of modern times has arisen from the injec-
tion of covert CIA methods, used by CIA
graduates, into Ameérican society. No greater
signal can be given of the danger of these
methods to the highest interests of Ameri-
cans,

We believe, therefore, that it is time for a
drastic overhauling of the Super Secrecy sys-
tem surrounding the planning and conduct
of covert intelligence collection and covert
opeérations. We recommend that certain op-
‘erations and structures be abolished and that
the secrecy surrounding others be eliminated.

The United States should continue to con-
duct operations involving the collection of
intelligence materials by techniecal means,
but not in any greater secrecy than other gov-
ernment activities, Implementation of this
purpose would mean the ellmination of the
special classifications surrounding these pro-
grams #nd a public acknowledgement of their
existence.

In this category we would put the various
satellite collection programs for the gather-
ing of data by photographic and other means,
as well as ships and planes carrying elec-

_tronic equipment. The government should

carefully review all such programs to deter-
thine which ones in fact produce information
of significant importance to the United
Btates. An sssessment should be also made of
which programs are provocatlve—runnlng
high risks of penetrating the air spaces
or territorial waters of other countries. The
United States shoyld make s _public state-
ment in general terms about the activities to
be continued. The hudgets for such programs
should be publicly identifled and be a regular
part of the budget of the Defense Depart-
ment. Officials of the Defense Department
should be required to justify them as they
justify all other programs, The organiza-
tions that operate and conduct them and the
responsible officials for them should be pub-
licly 1dentified and be made a matter of pub-
lic record.

There is, of course, a case for keeping some
aspects of a program secret. For example,
the technology of the most advanced cameras
in satellites might justify continued secrecy.
However, such secrecy should be within the
context of an ongoing classification system
and should be treated within the government
like other classified material,

We do Dot belleve that electronic intelli-
gence-collection programs, if an which
penetrate the alr spaces or territorl 1 waters
of other countries (or run a high risk of such
penetratlon) should be continued.

Our proposals regarding covert operations
are more drastic. We believe that the United
States no longer needs a large establishment
whose function is to conduct covert opera-
tlons and gather intelngence covertly. Ac-
cordingly, the entire covert-operations sec-
tion of the CIA should be dismantled. The
CIA should become what it was originally
meant to be—an intejligence evaluation and

_cbordinating organization with no opera.-

tional responsibilitizs. This would mean elim-
inating the entire ’lans division of the CIA
and the career serv e of covert operators. It
would mean also that the CIA would no
longer have clandestine agents in overseas
embassies. Their ciandestine contacts with
government officials and opposition groups
abroad should he 'aken over, to the extent
necessary, by State Department officlals and
military attaches.

Adoption of this proposal would permit the
CIA to emerge fromn the shadows. Its func-
tions would be distussed publicly. Its budget
could be publicly izentified and its functions
largely explained = a public def:nse of its
budget and operati«ns. The intelligence-anal-
ysis branch of the CIA would hecome the
dominant career erviee, with intelligence
analysts rising to top positions, including
that of Director.

The gains from shese proposals would in-
clude the elimination of the costs to execu-
tive-branch decist-m-making, American so-
clety, and to American foreign pollcy dis-
cussed above. The adverse consequences
would be minimal. If the United 3tates gov-
ernment decided to conduct a limited covert
operation—for example, obtalning informa-

tion from a spy within a potentially hostile

government—it could be carried out either
by the Military attachés or by Stute Depart-
ment officlals. But “here would no longer be a
group whose raiscn d’étre was such opera-
tions, a group constantly looking for ways to
employ covert means as an instrument of
American forelgn p:olicy.

VII. DIBCUSSION

Mr. LowENFIELD. I am not quite sure why I
was asked to be e commentator here. I was
told by the orgaaizers that, they wanted
somebody who hac government eyperience in
forelgn affairs. As I read the parer and lis-
tened to Mr. Halp<rin and Mr, Stone, I real-
ized what they nieant. I was one of those
guys who had all ihe appropriate clearances
and worked on scme things that I thought
was critical and important, and for the most
part I did not krow about all shose other
meetings, the Super Secret meetings.

It did come across to me once. [ remember
in August 1964 I was Acting Deputy Legal
Adviser of the State Department. Bill Bundy
called up and said, “I want a resolution au-
thorizing the Presldent to act in Southeast
Asia.” It turned out that my boss, the Acting
Legal Adviser, was »n leave—It was the middle
of August—and I was the one who picked up

_the phone. I said, “What happened?’” He sald,

“Never mind; just write a resolution.”

It was fairly essy to write the resolution.
As any good lawycr, I had a forin book, We
had the Cuba resciution, the Forniosa resolu-
tion, the Lebanon resolution, all contalned
in a nice little book called Legislation on
Foreign Affairs. It was not too hard to dictate
a Vietnam resolution. But I sald, “Tell me
what happened, 8o I can put in the appro-
priate “whereas” >lauses.” The nnswer was,
“You are not authorized,” and I never did
find out.

A few deys late¢r my boss came back. He
had not yet been confirmed. There was some
doubt whether he could see the reports from
Tonkin Gulf. I think ultimately he did
briefly, but only looking over somebody’s
shoulder. So I kunew there was something
going on in Tonkin Gulf, and als> that there
was an attempt (o limit access to the In-
formation. Whetl:er the news was actually
managed, I don’t “now.

I am sort of d-pressed by Mr. Halpérin’s
and Mr. Stone’s ¢isay. I thoughti one of the
excitements of my job as a government offi-
cizl was that I was really in on a lot of
important decisious. Since then, as a teacher
and scholar, I have tried to write about them.
Now I have to consider that maybe I was
Just misinformed.

"I think it may well be true that esplonage
Is & good thing, a stabilizing influence, a
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force for peace. Take, for example, Soviet
maneuvers in East Germany and Czechoslo-
vakia in 1968. If you had no idea what they
were doing, you thought maybe they were
going to march to the Rhine or the English
Channel, and maybe you got your contin-
gency plan. for the Strategic Air Command
out of Omaha ready. If, on the other hand,
you knew what they were doing, that they
were only worried about Dubcek, and you
had already decided you could not really
protect Dubceek, you calm down. I think there
is a lot of that in both directtons. So it may
well be that a certain level of espionage is
a stabllizing rather than a destabilizing force.

Where does espionage tilt over into opera-
tlons? That is very hard to say. Take, for
example, the U-2—was that an operation or
was it information-gathering? It is a bit of
both. I am not sure that you can really make
the separation that Messrs. Stone and Hal-
perin suggest.

Mr., RansoMm. I am an academic observer
of this subject. The only time I ever worked
with the government was quite a while back,
when I joined the U.S. forces to stamp out
fascism-—which I see returning, I am afraid,
in & different uniform. I find the Halperin-
Stone essay is a very original analysis, and
I think I have read everything else on the
subject in English dealing with how Super
Secrecy and Super Secret agencies can subvert
our policy-making system.

1 want to say a word about definitions,
because while this may seem elementary and
pedantic, I think we have all discovered re-~
cently that deflnitions are important. At the
highest levels of our government we have
discovered with Watergate that there are peo-
ple who don’t know the difference between
war and politics.

Intelligence means evaluated information.
Espionage is one of the several techniques
for gathering information and is by defini-
tion illegal. Counterintelligence is a police
and security function. Covert or clandestine
political operations are activities having no
direct relation io intelligence or espionage
functions, slthough they produce some and
use some intelligence. That is all very sim-
ple, and I restate it because I feel that at
the highest levels of government these dis-
tinctions are thoroughly confused.

What did Congress intend when it set up
the Central Intelligence Agency? My read-
ing of the legislative history is that Congress
did not intend to create a clandestine or co-
vert political action organization. We need
further research Into the legislative his-
tory—and scholarly research on this subject
encounters many obstacles—but I am con-
vinced from my research to date that Con-
gress did not intend to authorize anything
but a Central Intelligence Agency whose
functions were to be related to intelligence,
that is, information.

If Congress did not intend covert political
action, how did it come about? I think it was
an American reaction to Stalln and com-
munism. The covert political activities of the
last twenty-five years have been justifled in
the same way that we Justify activities In
time of war generally. We have been in &
gray zone between a war declared by Con-
gress and what has In fact been s wartime
condition—a cold war since 1947,

The first big covert operation was the Ital-
ian election of 1948. Our government felt
that we had to make that election come out
right. Ever since then, at least until 1967,
we have secretly intervened in a mafor way
in elections all over the world. I was startled
to see in The New York Times a few days
ago that we subsidized one wing of the Ital-

‘ilan Christian Democratic party to the tune

of three million dollars a year between the
early 1950s and 1967, I had no idea that as
an American taxpayer I was contributing to
a8 particular wing of an Italian political

gﬁriy. I think most of you here didn’t know
at.
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Since 1848, I estimate that the CIA has
corgducted hundreds of “Watergates” around
the globe. That 15, it has waged secret politi-
cal warfare, has attempted to give history e
push here and there and make things happen
in what our government considers its favor.
As the cold war intensified after Korea, co-
vert operatlons were stepped up, and came
to mclude the secret subsidy of U.S. domes-
tic organizations. You might sav, as the cold
war Btepped up. covert operations came to
be used internally and included, as Meswrs
Halperin and Stone have indicated, the se-
cret CIA subsidy of an estimated two hun-
dred and twenty-five domestic organizations
between the early 1960s and 1867, The most
famous, of course, was the National Students
Assoeletion, whose budget at ons time was
supporied ninety per cent by e secret sub-
sidy from the CIA.

se widesprend domestic subsidies were
perhaps the second greatest raistake in the
history of the CIA. I would say the program
of subsidizing domestic organizations was
clearly against the law, What, then, was the
greatest mistake? The greatest mistake was
to allow CIA personnel and equipment to
be usad for doubly illegal act. at home—
illegal because burglary is illega:, and {llegal
because Congress had very explicitly pro-
hibited the use of the Central Inteiligence
Agency for internal purposes.

In 1971, the then Director of the Central
Intelligence, Richard Helms, gave a rare
public speech defending the CIA. He raised
the problem of the compatibillvy of its ac-
tivity with American democracy. He sald ex-
plicitly and clearly, “We do not target on
American citizens,” Was he telling the
truth? Because I thought he wags telling the
truth, I found something else he said even
more shocking. “The nation must to a degree
take 1t on faith we who lead the CIA are
honorable men, devoted to the nation's serv-
fces.” 1 don't think that any government
officials at any level should ask the American
people to take it on falth that they are hon-
orable men, because we, I hope, are s govern-
ment of laws and not of men,

I recommend s thorough audit of all CIA
activitles, forelgn and domestic, by a Hoover
Commission-iype study, indeperndent of the
government. It is an ordinary suggestion, but
I remind you that not since 1955 has such &
study been made. There have becn dozens of
studies of the CIA's problems by secret gov-
ernment committees; the government was
investigating itseif. In 1D85. the Hoover
Commilssion task force on intellizgence activ-
Itfes, & very Esiablishment-oriented group,
called public attention to the dangers that
Ww® NOW see havs become real, We need an-
other such study I belleve such a study
should go forward separate and apart from
the CIA involvement In the Watergate scan-
dal. Watergate Is going to be thoroughly in-
vestigated, but there Is o much, much larger
questior:: the policy, organization and con-
trols of the intelligence system.

I predict such a study will recommend
what Mesars. Stone and Halperin have rec-
ommended: that the CIA become agaln un
intelligence agency, as Congress Intended,
and thet covert operations be eboltshed. If
we nieed a reserve force for covert operations,
then we will create and use it. I don't rule
out all overseas use of covert operations. But
such covert activity is an act of war, so lev's
call it war and get the CIA out of it.

I predict that such a study will also call,
as the Hoover Comumnission did ir. 1856, for a
jolnt Congressional committes on intelif-
gence activities. I realize that this is a close
question, The Congressional Jcint Atomlc
Energy Committee has not worked the way
we wanted it to work. But Congress needs a
sustained survelllance group for the intelll-
gence community. Congress gave far too
much away in 1947 and 1948. Congress did
give the CIA the right to spend funds

secretly. Congress did give tho director of
intalligence the right to tell 3enator Pul-
bright and others, “Sarry. Senator, I cannot
tell you that, because Congress has given
me she discretion 10 decida whesher I should
tell you this or sthat.” Now thst the CIA has
boen disgraced —disgraced 10 some extent by
Whatergate in the pubiic eye--I think we
have an oppertunity to crgaclsze for a new
Hoover Commission-type study. In 1845
Harry Truman, as Presidens, told his Budget
Director, and these are Trumaa’s words, “1
armn very much agsinst buliding up an Amer-
ican Gestapo.” Tragicslly, Watergate demon-
strazed that Truman’s fears were not un-
founded.

Mz, KronveLo. I think we have to take a
rather jaundiced view of Cohgressional over-
si2ht 10 this ama. When something ocomes up
before the Congress, the Congressmen oftefny
don't know what they aro voulng on. They
go by what the commitiee leadership says,; it
gete down to a very fsw people The Armed
Services Committee does nave an oversight
role now, but the oversight iz done by the
stefl. A good example of the quality of the
oversight :s suggested by the fact that the
just-retired chief counsel ¢f the House Armed
Services Committee was also 8 major general
in the Marine Rsserves. Most cf the senlor
staff on the Armed Services Comumittee treat
the junior dissident Sanatoers with a certain
disdain. They don't talk to them, They don't
give them iuformation. These junior mem-
bers and some middle-rark members don't
have a chance. They can’t get through to the
chuizmen, they can't get through to the
stafl, they have to rely on outside people.

Mr. Lzwis. I am skeptical of the suggestion
that covert operations could coctinue safely
i they were scrutinized by an effectfve Con-
gresslonal comnitiee, I don't belleve that a
Joinit Congressional committee i3 ever going
to deal effectively with these matters. It
won'l be in on the operation early enough.
It won't have the expertiss. Even supposing s
Behator thought landing paople :n Cuba was
B bad ides, by the time he found out about it
everybody would be all cranked up on the
operation and ‘would say, Senator, it i3 too
late w0 change. 1t is just nov a realistic notion
thas you can control! such operations. Their
whole nature 8 that you cennot control
them, and that is the dangar.

Mr. LowrnsELD. It may be possible to build
in sume notion of regular accountability. 1
am skeptical too, but 1t may b2 worth the
efors.

Ore footnote to whet Professor Ransom
said about the historical record. 1 am more
and more skeptical of the historical record.
T ain skeptical o the notion thal in 1947 Con-
gross did not intend the Central! Intelligence
Agency to do anything but evaluate. I realize
that is what the statute says and that is what
the formal record says, but that's just the
poins.

Mr. Dorsgx Are vou suggesting there were
saparate meetings in the Congress, with a
recnrd that might not heve been made pub-
lic?

Mr. LOWENFELD. Sure,

Mr, Catlex. I wish to corament on intel-
ligence-gathering, ss dist:net from covert
oparstions. I worked at the Natioaal Security
Agency for eight vears, soinetiraes helping
amcng other things to develop analytical in-
terception and surveillance apparstus. [
agree with Professor Lowerfeld that a great
deal of what goss on, in NBA at least, is very
much in the interesta of peace hecause you
don't really trust what any other government
says. You really have muchk more confidence
in what you intercept, In what they are say-
ing among th.emselves.

Much of wha used to be done by people
is now done by satellites. You can ring the
Soviet Union with interception apparatus,
but that oniy gets at long-range communi-
cations. Microwave communiestions, which
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are short range. can be intercepted by satel-
lites. You send the satellites high up and
they gwoop down low over the Soviet Union
and gather stuff. So satellites play a major
roie %n the interception of foreign com-
munication.

Thé thing that interested me for all those
years:was how little of the surveillance tech-
nology actuaily diffused into our own econ-
omy, though some of it was developed right
here {n this country. This was, I think, be-
cause. there was no force for such diffusion.
Now, there is such & force—the fight against
crime, The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration {LEAA] poses & very definite
threat to the right of privacy and to civil lib-
erties by funding the use of this technology
in domestic affairs. Por example, In Wash-
ingtop. we fought very hard and success-
fully against & group which was golng to
recelve money from LEAA It was going to
have gome $150,000 worth of equipment for
an electronic survelllance van to use, they
said, for fighting organized crime and heavy
drug iraffic. We are going to see more and
more 0! this across the United States, funded
by LEAA.

Mr. ScHwasTz. I want to make two brief
points. The first point i1s with regard to Con-
gressional oversight. I think few people really
feel Congressional oversight is adequate. All
too often it turns into the primary diction-
ary mwaning of the term. Yet we must use
the taols we have. This is, In our constitu-
tional governmental structure, the only real
instrument we have for controlling executive
action.

Secondly, as one who 18 not involved In
this area at all, my sympathies are with the
suggestions made in the paper and discus-
ston. This bloated, elephantine apparatus
that das grown up completely distorts the
constifutional center of gravity. Of course,
it ought to be pruned, refined, improved, and
maybe abolished, and yet one has a lingering
doubt, You all rernember Secretary Stimson's
famous remark when he dismantled this
kind of operation, at what now seems a very
elementary if not infantlle level: “"Gentle-
men don't open ovher people’s mail,” he said,
But what happens If. in the world, you are
not dealing with gentlemen, and all other
governments have this kind of thing?

Mr, 'HarpErN. I want to distinguish be-
tween: two things. Mr. Stone and I were not
propoging the abolition of reading other peo-
ple’s mall. That is precisely one of the things
we are proposing to contlnue. It is very hard
to make estimates; but I don’'t know any-
body who has been in the government who
would. challenge the notion that something
over ninety per cent, I would say ninety-
eight per cent, of the useful information the
United States government has comes elther
from. overt sources: newspapers, publlce
radio broadcasts, or thing of that kind—or
from technical and intelligence-gathering:
satellites, reading other people’s mall, the
kinds ¢f things the National Security Agency
supposedly does.

We dre not proposing to abolish that range
of activity. What we are proposing 1s to move
1t out of ¥ts Super Secrecy. For example, it Is
now clear to anybody who reads anything
that the United States has & very large satel-
lite program. It is etill the case that any-
body with a security ciearance is violating
the law if he says 80 publicly: The budget
for sp§ satellites and the offices that runs
them gre buried. If you go as a Con
or a citizen and say, “Who runs the satellite
prograin which we read about in the news-
papers all the time?” you can't ind out. I
you say, “How much does 1t cost?” you can’t
find out.

" There i8 absolutely no reason in the world
for eitber of those two facts to be secret, and
no reapon in the world for Congress not to
be able to get into that program in executive
session on & ciassified basis, the way it gets
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into the Minuteman mlésﬂe prograin Or any
other milltary program.

Mr. HART. Again I want to acknowl-
edge the work of Senator WEICKER and
Senator Baxer in this area.

Mr. CHURCH subsequently said: Mr.
President, earlier this morning I under-
stand that a colloquy took place here in
the Senate Chamber with respect to the
policy pursued by the CIA in Chile, which
has now been revealed by Mr. Colby, the
CIA Director, and confirmed by the
President. )

In connection with that colloquy, I
further understand that a bill is to be
introduced which would establish a joint
committee of Congress with jurisdiction
over the CIA, mandated to exercise sur-
veillance over its operations.

1 believe such a bill to be necessary,
and T intend to join as a cosponsor of
the measure.

It was not possible for me to be on the
floor at the time that the colloduy took
place, but I do have some newspaper
columns which relate to the Chilean af-
fair that I think could appropriately be
made a part of the record in-reference
to the colloquy. ; ‘

Mr. President, I submit for your ap-
proval and ask tnanimous consent that
the following articles be printed in the
REcorp at the conclusion of my remarks:
An article by Tom Wicker, the New York
Times columnist entitled, “Secret War
on Chile,” and an editorial from the
September 11, 19874, edition of the

- Christian Science Monitor. .
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, it seems
to me that these two articles eloquently
sum up the issues which are raised for
this country arising out of the CIA’s
intervention in Chile for the purpose of
“destabilizing” the government of the
constitutionally elected President of
Chile, Salvador Allende Gossens. Mr.
Allende was a Marxist, and I would not
have chosen him or the ideas he advo-
cated for my own country. But the fact
is that he was elected, in accordance
with the electoral process established by
the constitution of Chile, as President
of that country.

- As the Christian Science Monitor
states: .

It apparently 1s permissible for the CIA to
maneuver against local ngernments which
Washington does not lilke—this 1s deemed in
the national interest but when the U.S.
declines to use its influence to dissuade rep-
ressive regimes from anti-democratic ex-
cesses—as in South Korea or Greece-——this is
justified as “non-interference in another
country’s internal affairs.

Or, as Mr. Wicker pungently puts it:

The real questions are whether this sup-
posedly peace-loving and democratic natlon
has any legal or moral right to conduect covert
operations abroad, and whether any Admin-
istratipn of either party has the constitu-
tional authority to order taxpayers’ money
spent for clandestine warfare against the
legitimate government of a sovereign country.

Exursrr 1
CIA aND CHILE )

Now the facts are coming to llghti. The
Central Intelligence Agency was not the in-
nocent bystander in Chile that the United
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- States Governmen' tried to imply it was at

the time of the overthrow of Salvador '

Allende.

The CIA, it turns out, engaged for years in
clandestine activitics agatnst the late Chilean
President. CIA dircctor Willlam Colby ac-
knowledged in secr.t testimony tc the Con-
gress that some $8 milllon had been author-
ized by a high-level intelligence committee
headed by Henry iissinger to “destabilize”
Allende’s Marxist zgovernment and bring
about its downfall zfter 1970.

The disclosurss rre shocking and dictate
the urgent need fo: a public scrutiny of na-
tior.al security policies, a reform of CIA func-
tlons, and a system of strict accountability
for CIA actions. They also point again to the
deception practiced by previous administra-
tions. ’

The State Depar:ment sticks by its guns.
1t stated this week it backs the testimony of
high officials who previously toldd Conpgress
that the U.S. had not intervened In the
domestic affairs of Chile after Allende’s elec-
tion.

Clearly the full story has yet to be told.
In light of the developing dispute we favor
full-scale public hearings into the CIA’s role
in Chile, as calied for by Congressman
Micheel Harringto:n.

This is not the first time the CIA has been

involved in questionable covert operations-

against foreign states, Its record liaciudes the
aborted Bay of Pius invasion, the secret war
in Laos, and efforts to overthrow govern-
ments in Iran ang Guatemala. More recent-
ly, the domestic front, it furnished the White
House “plumbers’ with technipca. aid and a
psychiatric profile of Daniel Ellsberg—acts
that violated its mandate. .

The record is disturbing.

However distasteful, clandestine opera-
tions gometimes nre necessary. If a forelgn
power, for instance, 1s engaged in activities
in a country that could impair American in-
terests, it stands to reason the U.S. must
know what it is up to. But gathertng informa-
tion and exposinz Communist subversion,
say, are one thing. Attempts to undermine or
overthrow legitimate governmen:s are guite
another. .

A distressing aspect of all this i3 the double
standard which the U.8. has set for its inter-
national conduct. [t apaprently is permissible
for the CIA to maneuver against local gov-
ernments which Wwashington does not like—
this is deemed in the national interest. But
when the U.8. deciines to use its influence to
dissuade representative regimes from anti-
democratic excesses—as in South Korea or
Greece—thls 1s justified as “noninterference”
in another country's internal affairs.

If the CIA is permitted to abet the disinte-
gration of constitutionally elected govern-
ments—however unpalatable thelr ideol-
ogy— does not the U.8. lose its moral author-
ity to condemn similar subversive action by
a Communist power?

The Allende regime was hardly a model
for Latin Americz. But the late President did
carry on his Marxist experiment within the
constitutional framework. If Washington
chose not to render help—except to the
Chilean military- -that at least was an overt
if debatable, position.

But by colluding in the effort to undermine
the Chilean Government by covert means,
Washington has only helped destroy the
credibility of thet argument that Commu-
nists should participate in the democratic
process rather than seek power through vio-
lent means.

SECRE:: WAR ON CHILE
(By Tom Wicker)

On the very ¢ay that Presidsnt Ford ex-
tended preventive psardon to Richard Nixom,
another high crime of the Nizon Adminis-
tration was bein;; disclosed in The New York
Times. Public ouirage because of the pardon
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must not be allowed to obscure this sordid
story of idefensible American intervention
in the internal affairs of Chile, in the years
ust before the violent overthrow of the
Allende Government and the death of Pres-
ident Salvador Allende Gossens.

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger ap-
pears to have been a principal force in
this covert intervention, and is belng
charged once again with not having told the
whole truth to a Senate committee. Demands

- are being heard for a reopening of the hear-

ings which recommended his confirmation
as Secretary.

The Times story, by Seymour Hersh, was
based on- a letter from Representative
Michael Harrington of Massachusetts to
Chajrman Thomas E. Morgan of the House
Forelgn Affairs Committee. The Harrington
letter gave an account from memory, of
testimony to a House Armed Services sub-
committee by William E. Colby, the director
of the Central Intelligence Agency. .

Mr. Harrington said he had twice read a
transcript of the Colby testimony. As he de-
seribed it to Mr. Morgan, Mr. Colby said that
the Nixon Administration had authorized
about $8 million to be spent covertly to make
it impossible for President Allende to govern.
Specifically, $500,000 was authorized in both
1969 and 1970 to help Mr. Allende's election
opponents, and $350,000 was later authorized
for bribing members -of the Chilean Con-~
gress to vote agalnst ratifying Mr. Allende’s
election.

Later $5 milllon was authorized for clan-
destine “destabillization” efforts in Chile;
and in 1973, $1.5 milllon was provided to
help anti-Allende candidates in municipal
elections. The authorizing body for all this
C.IA. activity was the so-called ‘40 Com-
mittee” of the Nixon Administration—a com-
mittee chaired by Henry Kissinger.

But Mr. Kissinger told the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee during his confirma-
tion hearings that “the C.I.A. had nothing to
do with the coup, to the hest of my knowl-
edge and bellef.” While that may have been
true in the narrowest sense, it was at best
one of those torturous non-lies in which
governments specialize and at worst a con-
cealment of the true nature of U.S. policy
toward the Allende Government and the
scope of American activities to undermine
that Government. E

Similarly, Edward M. Korry, ambassador to
Chile during most of the period in question,
denied under oath to a Senate subcommit-
tee that there had been American attempts
to “pressure, subvert, influence a single
member of the Chilean Congress.” Charles A.
Meyer, a former Assistant Secretary of State
for Latin-American affairs, also swore that
the United States had scrupulously followed
a policy of non-intervention in Chile.

No wonder, then, that Senator Frank
Church, to whose subcommittee this sworn
testimony was offered, was reporied to be
outraged upon learning of the Colby testi-
mony. He has properly raised not only the
possibility of perjury charges but the ques-
tion of comprehensive hearings by the full
Foreign Relations Committee on the inter-
vention in Chile.

If such hearings are held, or if Mr. Kissin-
ger’s confirmation hearings should be re-
opened—as they already have been once, to
inquire into charges that he did not tell the
whole truth about wiretaps on reporters and
some of his assoctates—the inquiry should
press much further than the candor of offi-
cial testimony, important as that question 1s.

But as one Government official pointed out
+to Mr. Hersh, if covert activities agalnst an-
other country are authorized, Government
officlals—sometimes including Secretaries of
State and Presidents—have to lie about
them. Lies are part of the business. The real
questions are whether this supposedly peace-
loving and democratic nation has any legal
or moral right to conduct covert operations
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abrozd, and whether any Administration of
efther party has the constitutional authority
to order taxpayers’ money spent for clan-
destine warfare against the legitimate gOV~
ernment of a soverelgn country,

These questions are long overdue for fuil
and open debate; the Colby testirmony, for
example, sald the first intervention against
Mr. Allende was ordered by Lyndon Johnson
in 1864. Congress, the press, Presideritial
candidates—all have consisten:ly shied BAWEY
from this subject. Supposed lberals havs
pled the supposed need to be “hard-nosed.”
The real need is to face the fact that gang-
ster schemes of bribery, violence and even
assasination are being carried out. in the
name of the great American people.

The CI.A. may be only an instrument, bu:
it seemns to have its own sinister vitality. The
Chileen efforte, in fact, were authorized by
the Iineal descendent of a body set up by the
Kennedy Administration to “control” the
CIA, Isn't it clear st last that such "con-
trol” can be achieved only by = Government
with the political will to cut the C.LA. iz
hslf, cr kili it altogether?

ORDER VACATING ORDER FOR REC-
OGNITION OF SENATOR CHURCH

Mr ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the recognition of Mr. CHURCH be
vacated.

The ACTING PREBIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it s so0 ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If any Sena-
tor wishes time, I have time under an
order which I shall be delighted to yleld.

Mr. President, there being no request
for such time, I yleld back the remainder
of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia
yields back the remainder of his time.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PREBIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business not to ex-
tend beyond the hour of §:30 a.m., with
the stutements therein imited to 3 min-
utes.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eail the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for & quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL
OF THE CHAIR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
stand In recess awalting the call of the
Chalr, with the understanding that the
recess not extend beyond the hour of
8:30 a.m. today.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 9:14 a.m., recessed subject to the call
of the Chalr; whereupon, the Senate re-
assembled at 9:27 a.m. when called to

order by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr. METCALF) .

QUORUM CALL

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legielative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorwm call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESBIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSBE

At 12:30 pam., a message from the
House of Representatives by Mr. Hack-
ney, one of Its reading clerks, announced
thut the House disagrees to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15580) making appropriations for the
Idepartments of Labor, and Health, Edu-
cation, and Weifare, and related agen-
cles, for the fiscal vear ending June 30,
1875; agrees to the conference requested
ty the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon; and that Mr.
Froop, Mr. Natcugk, Mr. BMIiTH of Towa,
Mr Casey of Texas, Mr. PaTiEr, Mr.
Ovxy, Mrs. Green of Oregon, Mr. Ma-
HON, Mr. Micrer, Mr. SHRIVER, Mr.
ConNTE, Mr. RosINSON of Virginia, and
Mr. CeperBERG were appointed managers
of the conference on the vart of the
House.

The message also annournced that the
House disagrees to the amendment of
the Benate to the bill (H.R. 6274) to
grant relte! to payees and special in-
dorsees of fraudulently negotiated
checks drawn on designeted depositaries
of the United States by extending the
availability of the check forgery insur-
ance fund, and for other purposes.

o
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also antiounced that the
Speaker has affixed his slgnature to the
following enrolled bills:

8. 210. An act to authorize the establish-
mant of the Boston Natioral Historical Park
in the Commonwealth of Massschusetts;

8. 3301. An act w0 amend the act of Qcto-
ber 27, 1872 (Publc Law 93-578) ;

H.R. 6395. An act to designate certaln lands
in the Okefenokee Nationsl Wildiife Refuge,
G as wilderness;

H.R. 12000. An act to enable egg producers
to establish, finance, and carry out & coor-
dinped program of resesrch, producer and
consimer educstion, ahd promotion to im-
prove. meintain, and develop markets for
eg{s. egg products, speat fowl, and products
of spant fowl; and

HR. 13585. An act to authorize Appropria«
tions for the Comst Guard for the procure-
ment of vessels and aircraft and construc-
tion of shore and offshore establishments, to
authorize appropriations for bridge altera-
tions to authorime for the Const Guard an
end-rear strength for active duty personnel,
to nuthorke for the Coast Guard average
miiitary student loads, and for other pur-
poses.

Thre enrolied bills were subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr. BaXeRr).
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Al 4:10 p.m., a message from the House
of Bepresentatives by Mr. Hackney, one
of ifs reading clerks, announced that the
House insists upon its amendments to the
bill (8. 1283} Yo esablish a national pro-
gram for research, development, and
demonstration in fuels and energy and
for the coordination and financial sup-
plementation of Federal energy reséarch
and development, and for other pur-
boses; disagreed to by the Senate; agrees
to the conference requested by the Sen-
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon; and that Mr. UpaLr, Mr.
BINCHAM, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. TEAGUE,
Mr. MCcCORMACK, Mr. RUPPE, Mr, DELLEN-
BACK. and Mr. MosHER were appointed
managers of the conference on the part
of the House.

The message also announced that the
Houge disagrees to the amendment of
the Benate to the bill (H.R. 14214) to
amehd the Public Health Service Act and
related laws to revise and extend pro-
grams of health revenue sharing and
health services, and for other purposes;
agrees to the conference requested by the
Sendie on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon; and that Mr. Stac-
GERS, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. SATTERFIELD, MT.
Kvyros, Mr. PREYER, Mr. SBYMINGTON, M.
Roy, Mr. DeviNg, Mr. NELSEN, Mr. Car-
TER, Mr. HasTiNgs, Mr. HEINz, and Mr.
Hup¥ur were appointed managers of the
conference on the part of the House.

COMMUNICATIONE FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. Bakzr) laid before the Senate
the following letters, which were re-
ferret as indicated:

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONE FOR THE Di-

PARTMENT OF LaBor (SzN. Doc. 93-111)

A commurnication from the President of
the United States proposing supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year 1975, in-
volving transfers of $7,400,000 from other
appropriations, for the Department of Labor
{(with accompanying papers). Ordered to be
printed and referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONE FOR THE Dze

PARTMENT OF LiBOR (SgN. Doc. B3-110)

A communication from the President of
the United Sitatos proposing supplemental
eppropriations for the fiscal year 195 in the
amount of $9,650,000 for the Department of
Labor (with sccompanying papers}. Ordered
to be printed and referred to the Committee
on Appropriations.

PETITIONS

Petitlons were 1aid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempcere
(Mr. BAxzR):

A résolution adopted by the Council of
the city of Cleveland, Ohio, memorializing
the Congress to design and implement an
effective program of food price control. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing and Urban Affafrs. :

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MUSKIE, from the Committee on
the Budget:
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 Thasg day‘ - 24 September 1974

L. Called Rebecca Switzer, Legislative Assistant
to Senator James Abourezk, to tell her that a letter to the Senator on his
‘/p{fposed amendwment to the Foreign Assistance bill prohibiting certain
i contacts | was being handcarried
to their office this morning. See Memo for Record. '

2. Accompanied the Director and Dave Phillips

,to a briefing of the House Appropriations Committee Special Group on Agency
‘ act1v1t1e5| | See Memo for Record.
3. Received a call from General 25X1

, Counsel of NSA, who expressed interest in the fact that the Baker/Weicker
proposal for a_joint committee had been referred to the Senate Government
Qperatmns Committee. I told him I thought this referral was proper and
as I recalled it was the same procedure followed when Senator Mansfield'
-introduced his joint committee proposal in 1956, We also discussed the
. Mondale select committee proposal and I told :Iit was the feeling of our 25X1
Subcommittee staffers that no action would be taken on either of these measures
in this Congress, [ |also asked me about the "Ervin bill" now pending
in the House Post Office and Civil Service Committee. I told him I would have
| |bring him uptto-date on the status of that bill.
I mentioned to the flurry of activity in a number of legislative

' (/roposals including amendments to the Freedom of Information Act and other

similar legislation. I said he might want to check on their position on these
items.

4. | | Received a call from Ralph Preston, House
Appropriations Committee staff, who told me that Representative Elizabeth
oltzman (D., N.Y,) offered an amendment to the Continuing Appropriations
Resolution on the floor this afternoon objecting to any funds for CIA for
destabilization of foreign governments, The motion was defeated.
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